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Background for tRe Study ' 

During the Spring of 1974 Central Michigan University was granted 

$45,903 from the Michigan Department of Education to conduct a project on 

improving the operating effectiveness of ^^oc^tiohal education advisory ' 

committees throughout the State of Michigan, 

The project focused on four major areas: / ' - ' 

I'^l A study to determine the current level of advisory committee 

utilization on a state-wide basis. 

* i* ' * 

J 2. The development* of instructional materikls to provide in-servxce 

education, for*vocational directors, teacher educators, teachers, 
» ^ 'and advisory^ committee members. 

* ' ^ . • - 

3* A series of 15 regional workshops' specifically designed to 

acquaint teachers ^d a.dministratdrs with the techniques for 

maximizing the effectiveness of their advisoiy committees. 

4. Utilize Central Michigan University as a coordinating agent to 
implement the instructional materials developed in both pre- 

* service and in-service programs in the state. 

In., addition to these main phases, a concerted effort was made try provide " 
a broader approach^to in-service training by *^ utilizing secohd-party trainers 
as workshoji leaders for a* series of additional workshops*, - 



» \ • * 

^ Th6 prime reason for this project was to ascertain %he effectiveness * 

of the in-service training approaches utilized in the original Vocational 

Education Advisory JConunittee Project. More specifically, the goals of the 

project were: ^ ^ , ' '~ 

1. To systematically collect ddla relating to the initial needs 
* assessment questionnaire distributed to vocation^ directors 

) and occupational deans. 

^' . '^^ systematically collect dtata relating to "Part II, Assessment 
and Goal Setting Development—Local* Advisory Committee Action • 
* Plan>" as developed by in-service workshop participaats ^ at 
randomly selected workshop sites? / f ' 

3. To systematically collect data regarding the effectiveness of 
th^. second-paity trainer approach to in-service development. ' 
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Basis for the Follow-Up Study 

The jnajor portion of the Final Project Report for the VocatWal 
Education Advisory Comnuttee Proje6t as submitted to the Voc&tional- ' / 
Technical Education Service of the Michigan' Department of Education durihg ' * 
the Spring of 1975,. provided the following. recommendations regarding " ' 
Evaluation Activities and Follow-Up SuggestiDns. ^vln addition to th^ 
evaluation activities carried out as*-an integral component^ of the Project 
(See Appendix A-^for independent project evaluation), there were 'two commit- * /. 
ments made in connection with the Project, First, a follow-up'' study would 

be made of the individuals involved in the Needs Assessment .and the 

* \ ' 

regional workshops. Secondly, a series of follow-up suggest^^ons were made 
wi€h respect to longer range evaluation efforts. The recommendatifons took the 
•following format: " 



Foldow>-Up Study • - ' ^ 

the fp;ilow-up study for individuals involved in the initial phases 
of the Project was conducted between *April 15 and May 15, 1975, This study 
focused on the following four major areas: ^ 

1. Conducting a^ folloW-up study of all In-Se'rvice workshop 
„ participants using Part 2— "Assessment and Goal Setting 

Development" of the Local Advisory Committee Action Plan. 

2. Conducting a follow-up study of all in-service workshop 

^ participants using the attitudinal format used during the 
workshop. 

3. Conducting a. follow-up study of all direct "maiiing participants 
for evaluation of Needs Assessment Study. 

4. Conducting a follow-up study of the' teacher educators trained 
^to implement the materials to* assess "their attitude toward the 
usability, effectiveness,^ and inqplications of the instructional 
materials (sgund/slide package, filmstrips, and Guide)/ 

Follow-Up Suggestions 

There were numerous strategies suggested to be utilized to determine 
the 4:otal impact of the* initial activities with respect to the use of * 
advisory committees in4he State of Michigan. The following represents the 
suggestions that either singularly or collectively could provide greater 
insights inta the effectiveness of the materials produced and activities 
conducted within 'ihe Project: ' • • 

1. * Survey all participating teacher education institutions to ^ 
determine the utilization of the Advisory Committee materials 
within their programs. 



Compile a tabulation of all Advisory Committee, follow-up workshop 
requests in conjunction with VTES. 

Conduct a follow-up study of in-service workshop participants 
tod follow-up workshop particip^ts using Part 2, "A^sessmeitt and 
Goal Setting Development," of the Local Advisory Committee^Actiop , 
Plan. " ; « . ^ 

Compile a report to describe the tesults of all follow-up studies. 
Compile a listing of all self-instructionar pa<^ages used, by 
whom, and when used. 

Solicit inpfUt regarding refinement and supplemenfation of the 
materials in the Guide for Effective Utilization of Advisory 
Committees from in-service and follow-up* workshop participants ' 
as well as self-instructional users. 

9 

Revise,' expand, and/or Vit Guide for the Effective Utilization 
of Advisory Comm ittees. 

^ : ^ ; 

study changes in practice (State Department policies, formation 
of advisory committees, effective use of advisory committees, etc. 

at the local level). 
* -* 

In addition, evaluative components could^be integrated into other 
related activities i such as^: * * - 

a. Hold annual workshop leader/teacher educator training sessions. 
Use these as a vehicle for refining existing materials and 
developing additional ij^terials. 

b. Integrate- the advisory committee materials as p&rt of aji on- 
going university-based leadership development seminar for 
vocational education administrative and instructional personnel. 
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• ^ * 

' .' .^'^ Sponsor 'worTcshops to'revise. and update the materials so that 
^ they 'remain consistent with the State Plan and ' Administratfye 
Guide/ " > . . ■ ■ , 

' ~ — V 

d. ' .Develop advi^dry committee utilisfation guidelines and resource 
• r DJdteri^s for career awareness ahd. exploration programs. - 

e. Develop appropriate teacher- education/workshop leader materials 
. - . career awareness and exploration' advisory committee - . 

utilization. 

, . With these specific ^commendations in mind, tj^e "Follpw-Up^ Study of 
, the Development and Implementa'tion of an In-Service Training Dealing with!'the 
^ Use of Advisory Committees in Michigan.'s Vocational Education Progr'ams" w'as 
initiated with the cooperation of Dr. Robert Weishan, Vocational-Technical 
Education-ServiceTllichigan Department of Education' and " Dr. Leslie Cochran, ' 
Vice Provost, Central Michigan University. 
Methods and Procedures ^ 

• Many aspects of the study were very similar to. those used in the 
Advisory Cominittee Project.^ One of the similarities was that of the time 
period involving the data collection portion of each study: Both the 
follow-up and original data collection periods- extended through the months A 
of May and June, but the follow-up was conducted nearly two years after t^, 
, initi-al data collection for the Project. Another similarity between thi^ 
study and the Advisory Committee Project is that of the extensive utiliJjLon 
of data collection instruments and procedures. However, this latter asMct 
is one that was necessitated over the desire to extract the most objec(|ve 
data possible • , . ♦ ' • / ' 
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Dat4 Collection Instrument 

The data collection instrument utiliied for the first phase of the follow- 



A 



Up was exactly -the same as>that distributed in the Spring of 1974 for the 

♦* ~ 

Advisory Committee Project. 

f ' , 

Vocational Directors - Package One 

This package was distributed to all reimbursed vocational directors 
in 103 school districts on May 25, 1976, This included: ^ ' 

1. Cover letter to the vocational director • (Appendix B) 

2. Part 1 of the Questionnaire- -The determination of participants 

X * • 

f em g 

in-the Adviisory Committee Project in-service and/or iitilization . 
of the'* self-instructional portion of *the Advisory Committee 
Project materials CAppendix C). 

3. ^ Part 2 of the Questionnaire— Exactly the-same form of the 
. ' ^ needs assessment questionnaire that was ut^ilized for the Advisory 

Committee Project (Appendix D). T 
Package one was distributed by mail on May 25, 1976. * 

Occupational Directors « Package Two 

I 

This 'package was distributed to the 30 occupational 4eans in* the 
community ^colleges on May 25, 1976/ It contained: 

1, Cover letter to the occupational dean (Appendix* B) . 

2, Part 1 of the Questionnaire— The determination of the participation 

' * « 

' . ^he Advisory Committee Project in-service or the self-instructi'onal 

portion of the Advisory Committee. Project materials^ (Appendix C)t 

3, Part 2 of the Questionnaire— Exactly the same form of the neeHs 

• ' assessment questionnaire that was utilized for the Advisory Committee 

* ' %. 

Project (Appendix d) • . 

'erIc ' '11 • 
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Original WolrkshoTj' Participants - Package Three . 

On May 25, 1976, the follpwing. package v<as sent to' 11^ individuals who" -A " 
participated in the regional Advisory Commit tee. Project workshops, arid at 
that time- developed "Part II - Assessment and Goal Setting—Local 'Committee 
Action Plan." ' • . > \ ' 

1. Cover letter to the participant. '(Appendix B) 

2. Form A - Assessment and Goal Setting section of the Local Action' 
" Plan (Appendix E-J.. - ■ ' 

3. Form B - Questionnaire for the regional workshdp participant to*. 
<solicit their perceptions regarding those workshops (Appendix F). 

Second Party Trainer Workshop, Participants -Package Four 

Package Four was distributed' to the 411 participant^ of the Second 
Party Trainer Workshops^ held Suring 1975 and a portion of 1976. It contained: 

1. Cover letter to the workshop participant (Appendix B) 

2. Form B - Questionnaire for the Second Party Trainer Workshop ' ^ 
participant to solicit their perceptionsr regarding those 
workshops (Appendix G) . • ' * , " 

Second Party Trainer,-- Package Five \ ' . ' 

This package was distributed to all 35 Certified Second Party Trainers 
of the* Advisory Committed Project "materials. (See Aj^ndix'G). Package' 
Five contained tbe following: ' ^ ' v 

1. ^ Cover letter Second Party Trainer. (Appendix H) 

2. ^ Questionnaire regarding implementation of the Advisory Committee 

Project materials into pre-service activities (Appendix J): 

^ '<= 

this package was also distributed by mail on May- 25, 1976. ' • . 
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Data, Col lection. Follbw-^Up '\ . , ^ ^ 

• The initial date," for tlie -return b£ all instruments was estabKshed as ^ 

' : . ' ,^ . ' 

Jurte 11', 1976. In an .attempt to obtain the maximum rej^^B^B^ff the 

pacjcftges, follow-up letters were sent to 'those samplesyiJho^had not responded 

to the initial mailing. The follow-up lettets were /istriWed on* 

'June 14, 1976 (See. Appendix Kj. Responses to this, follow-up .effort were 

accepted until July 15, 1976. • ^ ' > ' 



Findiiigs 



\ 



\^ The thrust of Package One was an attei^ to ^alyze the degree of success 
that 'th6 cooperating yocatipnal directors achieved regarding their suggested 
levels \of adviso.ry committee, functions (1974)- and their existing advisory . . 
committ^ perceptions (1976*). 'As a basis for this comparison only. the vocational 



ditector^, whp responded to both the 1974 Needs Assessment and the 1976 fleeds 



^ Assessment^ Fo'l low-Up were compare4. ; Table (1) illustrates the types of returns^ 
'that i)ie FxJ^llow-Up attracted from' vocational directors a^h&. secondary level. 
As Tab^e 1 indicates, there »were thirty '(SO) "usabji responses for the 

secondary yopational directors. , For the purpose. Of theis/study, a usable . 

^ ^ * ' I ^ ^ ' * ~ 

^ response is Refined as one that meets the following sidelines* 

' The Secondary vpcation^l director responded to the Needs Assessment 

. • . distributed in 1974. ^ • . • \ > 

^ . 1 § ^ , ' 

. f ^ The 1 ^econdsify vroational director responded to the FollowrUp 
insiruraent .distributed in 1976. . • ' ^ 
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• ^ Ihe Secondary voc|4:ional direqtor. attended one, of the. Advisoiy 
^ 'CommL'ttee Workshops heid],diiring -1974. ' ■ * .v 



V andAor 



The Secondary voc^ional director titijized the Self-Xn'sttuctional 
paclcige ,as -developed,^ by th'^ Advisory Cbranit>tee ProJ'ect -teaitf. 




all, the rankings of the group, of thirty (30) vocational director^ 
whi^^ubmitted usable^ responses wer/e extracted for their Rankings of Existing and 
$uggested /^vigory Cbmmittee Activities as Viewed by Vocational Directors (1974) 
(See Table 2), This approach was utilized dde to the ^act that Table I "Ranking 

of Existing arid Suggested Occupat^.on^l Advisory Committee Activities As Viewed by 

* - " ' . *\ 

Voc5ational Directors" which was .reported in the 1974 Needs Assessment Report (See 

Appendix A) included the responses. of all vocational directors (56). Howevey, 
*^ ' ^ * 

the correlation of the usable sub-group of thirty•§5^fifty-^six vocational directors 
to the overall grdup is highly compatible (See Table 3) • .The r^kings of 
Suggested Advisory Committee, Activities by the tisable vocational directors are 
reflected in Table 4.. In an effort. to remain consis tent, -Table 5 is the "Rank 
of Ejcisting and Suggested Advisory Committee Activities as Viewed by Vocational 
Directors" in 1976, Again, as in Table 2, Table 5 represents the usable 
vocational directors. ^ ... 

Table 6 represents jthe rand order of the opinions of the^usable vocational' 

! . ^ ^ ^ • 

directors regarding the forty-one specific advisory committee functions. 

, Consequently, utilising, the information from Tables 4 and 6 ^ Table 7 

represents^ the rank differences' between the 1974 Suggested Ranks and the 

Existing 1976 Ranks. Implementation of the Spearman Rank Corfelation Test . 

indicates that there is no correlation between the rank orders of the Suggested 

1974 Functions and the 1976 Existing Function? at either the ,05 or ,10 level ' 

of significance. However, using a simple sign test, that eighteen of the sub- 

functions had been met or exceeded. With the following areas exhibiting 

"Important Change"; that is; a change of between 6-10 in rank; 

• Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook, *^ 
0 Organization of Employer-Student (Conferences 



In addition, the following sub-activities^ exhibited a "Significant Change':; 

that 4s; a bhange of rank exceeding 10 rank orders: 

©*- Review,, of Topical OUtline * ^ ' ' , - - . . 

• , Suggesting Bjid Solicitation 

© Review of Teacher Selection Criteria 

e Ifee of Annual State Department Review. Questionnaire- ^ 

' t * Suggestions for Prograra^ Improvement ' < . 

Package .Two was an effort to analyze the effects of the Post-SeCondary 
administr.ative leadership of the state. The same type of infprmation' was 
solicited from the occupational deans, as was from the vocational directors, 
•nie response to the follow-up study is characterized in Table 8.' ^Again, as in 
the, information gathered for the vocational dir^tors, it was categorized usable 
or not usable. Tabl^ 9 and 10 highlight the- forty-one sub-functions *and the " 
isolatiori of the attitudes of the usable 'deans regarding* these functions as 
Viewed, in 1^4. Again, as in th^ Tables reflecting the usable vocational directors 
there is a high degree of correlation between the total responses of occupational ■ 
deans (non-control) ^ and the usable responses CcontroMied). ' ^ 

As was the case in Table 6, Tab lie 11 represents /the' rajk order of the - 
specific forty-one sub-funetions of advisory coimnzttee activity as viewed by 
the occupational deans (usable) in 1974. 'Tables 12 and 13 represent the 

* » « 

'"llanking of Existing and, Suggested Advisory Conmittee Activities as Viewed 
by Occupational Deans of the Community Colleges in. 1976" and the "Ranking 
of Specific Advisory Comndttee Functions for Post-Secondary Vocational Education 
Programs, Existing in 1976", respectively. 

f ^ * ' 

Again, utilizing tlie sign test, the indication that 24 of- the 41 sub- 
functions had positive movement indicated that there was significant agreement 
between the 'Suggested 1974 rankings and the Existing 1976 rankings. Moreover,^ 

ft 

the following sub-activities exhibited an -"Important Change*': 

-/ - . . . . 





C ;Use of Occupationarl^ Outlook Handbook ^ 
© Use of Community Survey Data ^ - * , * '"""^ , 

p , Employment of Graduates ' * ' • • 

'© Suggesting Recruitment Policies - • , * ' ^ 

« Review of Teaching Al^plicant^-^- • * ^ ' ^ 

© Obtaining Personnel of Classroom Presentations 

Furthermore, the fo|^wing areas^ were significant in being. considered' 
as a "Significant Change": 

® Survey Cpmijunity Needs 

/ , IT Survey of Equipment in Indusl_^ 

6 Suggesting Equipment Replacement^ 

© Review of Teacher SelecUon .Critei^ia • ' - , ' 

[9 Recommending Potentiaf Candidates . . ^ 

^ % Use of Annual State Department Review Questionnaire 

4) Obtaining Consultants for Tefachers 

This data can be fburid in Table 14^ which r^leots. the rank differences between 

y • - ■ . 

the 1974 Suggest^^rankings '^nd the 1976 ExjLstirig <rankings. 

^ ■ The specific focus of Package Three wa^ to ascertain the degree to which 
selected original workshop participants att&ineji their "Action Plan" goals. 
Seventeen sub-function activities. »ere attained or exceeded by the participants 
attaining' the participation of their a^viso^ conmiittees regarding the Review 
of Perform^ce^ObjeclTion. Gaining nearly the same degree of utilization was; 

' the .activity dealing with the use of AnnUal State Department Review Questionnair 
Thq activities which exhibited the^east degree of attainment were: 
Liaison with M.E.S.C. followed by fe^ployment of Graduates, Evaluation of Student 

Performance, and- Recommending Potential^ Candidates. . - ' 
4' Table 16 reflects the overall ^va^uatidn of the Original Worktop 

Paki^antsV^ttitudes%owards the worLhop^. with a Mean Evaluation of 3.68 

b^ing detenSined, which Would place the AveralJ evaluation between So-So and 

Good. Of the 115 participam^ surveyed wi^hjthis approkch., thirty-four (34) 

responded, Ol^29. 6 percent. 



* ^ ■ ■ , • ■ 

Package Four attempted to extract the Secona-Party Trainer Workshop 

Participants' attitudes' towards their workshops.' Of the four hundred and ' 

eleven '(411). survey instruments distributed, oi?e hundred and fifty-nine were 

returned/, or 38.7 percent. Table l?' reflects their evaluation of the workshops 

with a Mean Evaluation of '3.99 or a "Good- .rating. Comparison of the Mean 

Evaluation of Tables 16 and 17 indicate by means" o'f a Z test that there is a 

difference of j:he meljis at a isignif icant level set at .05, but at a significant 

level of-.^rO there is no ^difference. 

Table 20 is an overview of the rankings of responses report'ed in Tables 
18 and 19 which indicated the "Ranking of Responses to Evaluation of Advisory 
Committee Workshpp Participants", both at. regional and second-party trainer 
workshops. Using the Spearman Rank Correlation, there is a correlation between 
the_ two. groups of " .83, which is significant at the .001 level! 

Moreover,. 9(fr7 percent of the participants of both types of wofkshc^s 

< 

responded in a positive manner^ regarding the question of receiving the 
"Advisory Committee Handbook", , , ' 

Package Five was developed to assess the degree of commitment of .the 
representative public and private univeristy and colleges regarding the pre- 
service iraplemwitation of- the advisory committee materials. As is 'evident in 

» 

Table 21, the majority of institutions have or are implementing*, segments of the? 

I, % 

advisory committee materials into oi^-going programs and courses. , However, 
only representatives of two institutions. Eastern Michigan University and- 
Madonna College were aware of new course development regardiag the Advisory 
committee concept.' Appendices L and M reflect comments frCm workshop leaders 
concerning courses and material utilization of and concerning t|)e- advisory 
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committee package. Of the thirty-five questionnaires distributed to workshop 
leaders, twenty-one. were returned or 60,percent>. with at least a represent^tivQ 
response from each institution surveyed. « ' ' 

Conclusions and Recommendations ' ' ' , 

i ■ : ' 10*^ 

* 

After careful analysis of the data, which was made available by ^^^^^s^f 
this follow-up study, the following conclusions and recommendations are presented 

1. As of July 1976, 411 Second Party Trainer Workshop participants had * 
Tjeen involved with the Vocational £duca^ion Advisory Ccpraitte^ Work-- 

shop. This in combination with the^ori^irfal workshop, participants, ' 
(550), allowed mqre than nine^hundred persons concerned with voWtional 
education to be involved. 
Recommendation . < 

— z y 

offering of regional workshops by Second Party Trainers should be 
. corftinued* ' * • 

2. From the "percentages of those workshop participants .surveyed, and 
extrapolating those percentages, it can, be assumed tliat over 90, per- 

cent the participants recdiv^d the ^*Guide". . , 

r * * • 

Recommendation . ' ^ . 

The use of regional and second party trainer* workshops should be pon- 
tinued as' a distribut;ion method for dissemination of vocational- 
technical education materials* developed for the VTES. 
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3. Over three-fourths' of the workshop participant^ surveyed indicated that 
the "Resource Section*' of tlie Guide was usefi^l, and the same number felt 
that. the materials woult^ be i;^3eful on' the job. • 
"Recommendation * ' * 



.Utilizing the information from this study, revise and edit the. Guide for 
The Effective Utilization oi. Advisory Cojmnittees.' 



V 




4. - Jhe nature of the ifiitial Advi^oiy Committee Project an^ the 1976 

Amenamfent to the Vocational Education Act have and continue^^to stress 
the need for the implementation and titilization for input from'^U 
segments *of our communities. 

4 

Recommendation * . ♦ * ^' 

^9 To establish a steering coramitt^ee to provide advisem^t for the develop- 
ment pf a conference specifically for the certification of administrators 
of Vocational/Technical. Education. 

A. Membership of this" steering doramittee would consist of: , 

1. Representative of MGOA. 

2. ^ ^Representative of MODAC, . ^ ' 

3., Representation of Secondary Unit of VTES. ' ^ ^ 

4/ R'epresentation of the Post-Segondary Unit-Higher* Education 
* * Management Section. . : ^ « . 

. - ' /. \ ' \ ^ ' i 

5. Representative of State Advisoi^ Cpuncil .for Vocational Education 

. ' ' . ^ ^ ' " • ' ' X 

' k ~ ' , ^ t /- 

5, r The workshops and follow-up study also provided sufficient input from 

vocational administrators Regarding the ''need to know" i^hat is happening ' 
to (1) The State Plan and (2) * On-Going Vocational Technical PrbgramsT" 
Recommendation * . \ 

I !-■ ■ ■ mmm - ^ ' 

Develop an in-depth, compi^ehensive,' annual ^''Administratoys Certifipa/t|ion 
Conference"'. This, conference wpuld be reiquire^for^'certific^ttion pf 
reimbursed vocationfil directors and occupational deanfe. 



6/ During the duration of the Advisory Coraiitit^ee Project and the Follow- 
* # • 

Up Projects* it became apparent that m^ny ^each^-educjators" in the fiel/i 
of vocational- technical education were not updated to the* developments in 

the field.. j , / ' • * i ' ^ ^ 

Recommendatibn ^ ' ^ ^ ' ^ • , 

To develop and m^intaii; certification requirements specifically to teacher- 

trainers In the field vocational- technical education. 

' A. Mininjum requirements would be similar to. those requirements set^ forth 

for reimbursed vocational administrators in the 1976 State Plan for 

Vocational Education. , . a ' * 

B. Teacher-trainer educators be required to attend an .annual conference 

as recommended under Item 5rof this" sectibn. , ^ 

« 

7. Much of the data ga^thered during th^ follow-up study alluded 'to the fact 
that advisory coTn:nittee members were not /knowledgeable in the sub-function 
areas of involvement as 3JLsted in the Needs Assessment . 

Recdirtfn^ndatioTj * / ^ * . ' 

Require each institution (Secondary and Post-Secondary) to establish and 
maintain a general institutional advisopy^ifommittee for vocational-tech-^ 
nical education. In addition\ each institution would be required to 
appoint a chairperson for such a committee and have this individual aVtend' 
an annual regional workshop for Advisory Committee Chai^ersons. 

8. Any effectiveness that was exhibited by means of 'the *Second-Party-Trainer 
approach vjas du? in large par't to the personal involveiflent of the "person 
to person app\boach** and the communication linea that developed between the 
workshop participants, Srh^t' is, ^he^r*fTont-J.ine" vocational-technical ^ . 
teachers, the vocational administrators ahd the Second-Par^y- Trainers. 
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In addition, .the on-going input, which was provided by means of the , 
cfpiginal regional workshop participants , tor Materials revisioft, was 
also a highly effective and 'efficient appi?oac*l for in-service training 
for Ijoth participants and workshop leaders. ^ - , 

Recommendation ^ ' * - 

T9 continue to utilize the S^ond-Party-Trainer approach, not only as 
an in-service technique, but as a maintenance of the "state of the art" 
technique for teacher-trainers of vocational- techincal education prograns. 
For it^ appears that the lines of communication are strengthened for all 
parties bs/ utilizing this technique^. 
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TABLE 1, . . 

> ' 

SU?.IMARY OF RESPONSES FROM VOACTIONAL DIRECTORS 1976 FOLLOW 



RESPONDENT 



NUMBEH 
MAILED 




* NUMBEJ 1^ 

RETURNEP ^ PERQfiNTAGE 




Vocational Directors who par- 
ticipated m 1974 Assessment, 
. 1976 Follow-up and the Advisory 
Committee 'workshop or Utilized 
the Self-Instructional Material 

Vocational' Directors who par- 
ticipated in only portions of 
the total evaluation paclcag.e 

TOTAL VOCATIONAL DIRECTORS 
in Follow-Up Study 



100 



30 



37 



67 



V 



67.0 
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XABLE* 2' 

RANKING, OF EXISTING AND SUGGESIBB ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES AS VIEIVED BY 
VOCATIONAL DIRECTOR v 

AS VIEWED IN 1974 

N=3(J' . • 



EXISTING * SUGGESTED 

ML Percent RANK P^rr^^nt i^^> ; k 



1- Occupational Surveys 

Al Use of Michigan Manpower Development 

'Handbook. ......... 1 

/ B. Consultation with Michigan Employment 

Security Commission 4 

C. Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook. 5 

D. Surveys Community Needs . . r^. . 11 
. E. Use of Coriimunity Survey Data. .... 

2> Course Content AdVisement 

A. Ictentificatioi^ of Occupational 

. Competencies/'. ...... ^ 21 

B. . Devalopment of^Program Goal State- 
* ments 10 

C. Review of Topical Outlines 12 

Review of Performance Objectives. . . H 

3* ' Studen^^lacement. * 

A. • Organization of Employer- Student 
Conferences" ; * . . . ^ 

B. Notification of Job Openings.^ ^ 

C. /ifriting Recommendation Letters for 
Students , . . ' ^ 

D. Employment of Graduates * . 

E. ^ Review of Follow-Up Studies . . . : . 
P. Liaison with. M.E.S.C, ......... ^ 

Cdmmuhxty Public Relations 

A. Speaking to Civic Groups. . . . ^ . . 5 

B. Input at Program Funding Activities . 2 

C. Input at Public Hearings * 3 

D. Promoting the Program Via the Media . 4 

E. \Davelopment of Promotional Materials^ 5 



3.3 


39.5 


6' 


20.0 


39.0 


13.3 


. 31.5 


10 


33.3 


33.5 


16.7 


25.5 


9 


30.0 


36.0 


36.7 


10.0 


17 


56.7 


13.5 


36.7 


10.0 


, 17 . 


56.7 

- 


13.5 

- 


70V0 


1.0 


23 


76.7 


1.0 


33.3 


13.5 


18 


60.0 


' 11.0 


40.0 


8.0 


14 


.46.7 


21.5 


36.7 


10.0 


22 


73. S 


2.5 


16.7 


25.5 ' 


13 


'43.3"' 


* 

25.0 


23.3 


18.0 


21 


70.0 


5.5 


16.7 


25.5 


10 


33.3 


,321.5 


56.7 


2.5 


21 


70.0 


5.5 


33.3 


13.5 


15 ■ 


50.0 


■ 18.5 


10.0 


34.5 


11 


' -36.7 ^ 


30.5 


16.7 


' 25.5 


14 


46.7' 


21.5 


6.7 


36.5 


10 


33.3 


33.5 


10.0 


34.5 


12 


40.0 


28.0 


13. .3 


. 31.5 


20 


66.7 


9.0 


16.7 


25.5 


20 


66.7 


9.0 
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• TABLE 2 ■ ' . ■ ' 

RANKING OF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED ADVISOkY COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES AS VIEWED BY 
VOCATIONAL DIRECTOR . \ . . 

. ■ AS Vrgwip IN 1974 ' ' 

TABLE 2 - - , ^ - ' N=30 <■ • r ' 

PAGE Tiro - . • ' 

EXISTING ^ SUGGESJED^ > 

' N0> Percent RANK^ N0>- Percent RANK ^ 



5» Equipment and Facilities 

A. . jleview of Equipment and 'Facilities. . 17 

B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . . 10. 
C\ Suggesting Equipment Replacement. ; . 13 
D» Calculation of Depreciation Allow- 
ances 1 

: E, , Suggesting Bid Solicitation 6 

^ F. Soliciting Equipment Donations*. *. . . 4 

6* Program Staffing 

A. ^ Review of Teacher Selection Criteria 2 

B. ^ .Suggesting Recruitment Polipies ... 1 

C. Recommending Potential Candidates . . 6 
Review qf Teaching. Applicants 1 

[ 7>. J fcrogram J^eView 

Jbvaluation of Student performance . . 5 

B. Evaluation of TeacherT>erformance r . 4 

C. Use of^ Annual State Department 
Review Questionnaire. 10 

D. Suggestions for Program Improvement . 13 

E. Compa^'ing Accomplishments with 
^ Stated Objectives . . ^ '7 

F* *jMaking Periodic Reports to Adminis-'' 

tration "... 7 

8. Obtaining* Community Resources 

A* Arranging Field Trips • . . ^ 

V Bv Recommending Potential Co-op Work • 

' Station's. * 14^ 

C* Identifying Community Resourcies .... 

D. ; Obtaining Personnel for .Classroom 
Presentations . 8 

E. Obtaining Consultants for Teachers, ; ^ 



56.7 


' 2; 5 


21 


70.0 


5.5 


33.3. 


13^5 


17 ' 


• 56.7 ' 


13 .'5 


43.3 


• 6 


20 


fifi 7 




3.3 


39 




96 7 


"?7 


20.0 


20.5 


10 


33.3 


33.5 


13.3 


31.5 


15 ' 


50.0 


18.5 


6.7 ^ 


'36.5 


R' 

O 




■?7 


3.3 


39.5 


5 


' 16.7 


40.0 


20.0 


20.5 


• 11 


36.7 


30.5 


3.3 


39.5 


2 


6 7 




16.7 


25.5 


12 


40.0- 


29.0 


13.3 


31.5 


16 


.53.3 


16.5 


33.3 


lis 


14 


46.7 " 


• 

21.5 


43.3 


6.5 


13 


' 43.3 


25.0 


23.3 


18.0 


' 17 


■ 56.7 


13.5 


23.3 


.18.0 ■ 


14 


, 46.7 


. ' 4;-5 


16.7 > 


25.5 


12 , 


40.0 


'29.6 


4^.7 


. 5.0' 


' 21 


70.0 


5.5 


50.0 


4.0 


22 


73.3' 


. 7.5 


26.7 


16.0 


16 


53 .-3 


16.5 


■16,6 , 


25.5 


■ 13 


43.3 


25.0 
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TABCE'3 



COMPARISON OF RANKINGS OF EXISTING MiB SUGGESTED, OCCUPATIONAL ^ADVISORY COMf^ITTEE 

• ^ .ACTIVITIES AS VIEIVED BY VOCATIONAL DIRECTORS IN 1974 (Controlled and Non-^Controlled) 



EXISTlI^G,., 



• SUGGESTED 



NC 


■C 


NO 


c 


« 

36.5- 


"» 39.5 


* 

> 37^5 


* z— 


17.. 0 
22.5 " 

• Vs.o 

15.0 ■ 


''31.5 , 
'25.5 

10.0 


24.5 

• 16.0 
' 10.5 


33.5 
00 • u 
13". 5 
13.5 


1.0 


• 

1.0 


1.0 


1.0, 


8.5 
6.0 

. y.5 


iz.s 
8.0 

10.0 , 


* * 

13.5 

24\5- 
3.5* 

1 


- 11.0 
' 21.5 
2.5 


22.5 
8.5 


25.5 
' 18.0 


19.0- 
2-".0 


- 25.0 
5.5 


'34:5* 
3.0 
22.5 
26.0 ' 


' 25.^ " ■ ■ 
2.5 
.13.5 
. 34.5-. 


* 33.0 
6.0 , 
18.0- 
30.0 

/ 


33.5 
5.5 - ' 
18.5 
30.5' 



1. . Occupational Surveys ' v 

A. Use of fficliigan Manpower Development 
Handbook - . 

B. Consultation with Michigan' Employment 
, Security Commission ^.^ . . ^ . . /. 

C. Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook. 

'D. Surveys Community N^eds 

E. Use of Community -Survey Data*. .... 

Ooursee Content Advisement ' > ' 

A, , IdentificatibVi; of Occupational 
■ Corapetena^JSS./ ' • . . 

B. Development of. Program Gaal State-* 

ments . ^ . ^ . . ' 

Review.of-TojJicaX* Outlines. 
Sevj.ew of ►Pea^rmance Objectives . i 

P* Student "Placement , ^ 

A. Organization 'Of Employer--Student ' ' 
V Conferences 1 . 

B. ^Notification of Job Openings. . . 

C. ,Writ;ing Recommendation Letters for- 

students. . . . .:z^^\ . . . 

D. Employment of Graduates , 

^E.;- Review of -Follow-Ug Studies . . . 
. F. 'Liaison with M.E.S.g. . ..... . 

. Community- -Public Rej^^ons 

Speaking "-to Civic Groups. ...... 

B. - Input at Program Finding Activities . 

C. Inpu.t at Public Hearings %. 

p. Promoting the Program Via thp Media . 

. E'. DevelQpment of -Promotional Materials. 




25.5 
36.5 
34'. 5 • 
31.5 
25.5 



28.0 
,36.0 
28.0 
-16.0 
13.5 



337r 

28.0 " 
9.0 
9.0 
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TilBLE 3 

PAGE rm 



EXISTING SUGGESTED 
NC 



5^ Equipment and Facilities 

A. Review of Equipment and Facilities. ; 

o' B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . . . 

C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement. . , 

D. Calculation of Depreciation Allow- 
ances .............. \ . . 

E. Suggesting'3id Solicitation 

F. Soliciting Equipment Donations. . . . 

. Program Staffl,ng 

A. Review of Teacher Selection Criteria 

B. Suggesting Recruitment Policies' . . . 

C. Recommending Potential Candidates . . 
p. Review of Teaching Applicants . . . . 

7% W progtam Review : ^ 

A. Evaluation of Student Performance . . 

B. Evaluation of Teacher Performance . 

C. Use of Annual State Department 
Review Questi'onnaire* 

D. Suggestions for Program Improvement . 

E. . Comparing Accomplishments with 
^.Stated. Objectives^. ^. . 

F* Making Periodic Reports to Adminis- 
* u tration 



8. Obtaining Community kesources 

A. Arranging Field Trips 

B. Recommending Potential Co-op Work 
Stations. ..../- ^ , .... % 

' C. Identi:^ing Gommunity Resources . 

D. Obtaining Personnel for Classrooip 
Presentations , ; . . . 

E. Obtaining Consultants for Teachers, 



2.0 
10.5 
' 4.5 


^2.5 
6.5 


* *8.5 
xo • u 

. . 8.5 


— n 

5.5 

IT C 

Xo. 5 
'9-0 


41.0 
34.5 
22 5 

1 


20\5 

Ox mif 

1 


o/ .O 

. 3^.0 


• 6/.b 
33.5 

_ lo.D 


39.0 
39.0 
26.0 
39.0 


36.5 
3'9.5 - 
; 20.5 
39.5 


39.5 
39. a 
31.5 
41.0 


37.5 
' 40.0^ 
30.5* 
41.0 


20.0 
30.0 * 


25.5 
31.5 


20.0 
28.0 


, 28.0 
1^.5 


15.0 
^# 4.5 


13.5 
, 6. -5 


24.5 
6.0 


. 21.5 
25.0 


18.0 


18.0 


10.5 , 


' 13.5. 


> . 19 .K) 


18.0 


21.5. 


' 21.5 


. 32.0- 


25:>, . 


31.5 , 


28.0 


7.0 
10.5 


■ 5.0 
,4.0 


6.0 

3.5 


5.5 
2.5 


12.5 
26.0 


16.0 
25.5 


12,0 
21.5 


16,5 
'25.0 



TABLE 4 



; RANKING OF SPECIfilC ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS FOR" SECONDARY VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS • ■ . ' ' 



7^ 



RANK 



MAJOR COMMITTEE 
FUNCTION 



SPECIFIC ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE FUNCTION 



1.0 
2.5 
2.^ 
5.5 
5.5 
5.5 



.5 
.0 
.0 
.0 
.0 



5 
9 
'9 
9^ 
11 

13.5 
13.5 
13.5 
13*5 
16.5 
16 
18 
18 
21 
'21.5 
21.5 • 
21.5 
25.0 
25.0 
25.0 
28.0 
26.0, 
28. 0' 
30.5 
30.5 
33.5 

.33.5 
SS.5 
33. 5>. 
36.0 
•3^.5 " 
37.5 
. /39.0 
/ 40.0' 
41.0 



CCA 
CCA 
OCR 
SP 
SP 
EF 
^OCR 
CPR 
CPR 
•EF 
CCA 
OS 
OS 
PR" 
EF 
OCR 
PR 
'SP 
EF 
CCA 
CPR 
PR 
PR 
SP 
PR 
OCR 
CPR 
» PR 
"OCR 
SP 
PS 
OS 

CPR 

SP' 

EF 

OS 
•EF 

PS 

OS 

PS 

PS 



Identification of Occupational Competencies 

Review of Performance Objectives 

Identifying Community Resources 

Notification of Job Openings *> \ 

Employment of Graduates ^ .\ 

.Review' of Equipment and" Facilities 

Recommending IPotential Co-op Work Stations 

Promoting' the Program Via the Media 

Development of Promotional Materials 

Suggesting of Equipment Replacement' ^ .. 

Development of Program Goal Statements * ' 
.Survey o'f Community Needs 

Use of Cominunity Survey Data^^^ 

Comparing Accomplishments with Stated 'Objectives 

Survey of Equipment in Industry 

Obtaining Personnel for Classroom Presentations " 

Evaluation of Teachej* Per f romance 

Review of Fojlow-Up. Studies 

Solicatirfg Equipment Donations , 

Review of Topical Outlines' 

Speaking to Civic Groups , - 

Use of Annual State Department Questionnaire 

leaking Periodic Reports to Administration ■ 

Organization qf Employer-Student Conferenbe 

Suggestions for Program .Improvement 

Obtaining Consultants for Teachers 

Input at Piib^l -Hearings 

Evaluation -o^tudent Performance 

Arranging Field Trips " ' ' ' ••.*-' 'A' 

Leasion with M.E.S.C. " • *' 

Recommending Potential Candidates 

Consultation with Michigan Employment Security . 

Coidmission . 
•"^•^t at Progran Funding Activities- 

Writing Recommendation Letters for Students 

suggesting Bid Solicitation 

Use of Occupational Outlook Hankborfc 

Calculation of Depreciation Allowances » 

Review of Teacher Selection Criteria . ' 

Use of« Michigan Manpower Development- Handbook 

Suggesting Recruitment 'Policies 

Review of Teaching Applicants 
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TABLE 5 



RANK. QF EXISTING AND SUgCESTED ADVISORY COMMITTEE , ACTIVITIES AS VIElffiD BY 
VOCATIONAL piRECTOR-S • ' ' ' i • vidhcu pi 



AS VIBIVED IN 1976 
N=27 



EXISTING - 
ML PfiTfTfinf 



SUGQESTJED 



■ Occupational Surveys v '* . - 

Use of Michigaii^ Manpower Development 
Handbook .».■. ^\ 

- B. Consultation- wit^ Michigan Employment 
Security ComSnissidn .V,,. . .\ . . . 

, .C' Use of Occupational Outlook. Handbook. 



2. Course Content Advisement^ ' " 
^ A. Identification, of Occupalional 

Competencies. .j . 

• B. Development of Program Goal Stal^e- 



2. 


.7.4 


•**40.0 


» 

' 8 


29.6 


6 ■ 


22.2 


28.5 


12 


44.4 


6 ' 


22.2 


28.5 


11 


40.1 


■ 9 


33.3 


20.0 


18 


66.7 


13 


48.1 


12.0 


17 


63.0 


22^ ' 


81.5 


1.0 


21 


77.8 



Review of Topical Outlines. . ... . 15 

^P. -Review of Performance Objectives. 21 

3. ■ Student Placement ' 1 

A. ^Organization of Employer-^Uflent ~ 

Conferences .. ^ . .\ .v'. . j2 

B; Notificatioit'of. Job Openings.' : 14 

C. . Writing Recommendation L'etters f oi: 
Students. ..... : J< . . 4 

D. ' Employment of Graduates . . :-\ . j . . 12 

E. Review of Follow-Up Studies. . I . . 13 

F. • Liaison with M.E.S.C. .. .- - 4 



ments 



15 



4. Community Public Relations | 
Speaking to, Civic Groups.*!^ . . . ; . 

B. Input .at Program Fundir^ Activities . 

C. Input at Public Hearings. . . t ',K . 

D. Promoting the Prdgrara Via'the Media . 

E. • Deyelopjnent of Promotional Mater^ls. 



8 
3 
.5 
*5 



55.6 
55.6 
77.8 



4,4v4 
51.9 

14.8 
44.4 
48.1 
14.8 



8.5 
8.5 
2.5 



IS.O 
10.0. 

36.0 
36.0 



16 
17 
21 



^ 59.3 
63.0 
77.8 



33.3 


20. 0 ' 


11 


40.1 


29.6 


' 23.0 


• 13 


48.1 


11.1 


38.5 . 


ir 


40.1 


18.5 


32.5 


12 ' 


44.4 


18.5 


32.5 


14- , 


51.9 






6 





35.0 

23.5 
27.5 
8.5 
11.5 



2.0 

15*0 
11. & 
■ 2.0 



IS 


55.6 


18.0 


19 


70.4 • 


. 6.0 


•9 


' 33.. 3 


32.5 


' 18 


66.7 


8.5 


17 


63.0 


11.5 


8 


. 29.6 


35.0 



27:5 
21.5 
27.5 , 
23.5 - 
20.0 
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' • ' . . , ' ■ TABLE 5 - . ^ ■ ' ' * 

RANK OF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED ADVISORY CONftlXTTEE ACTIVITIES AS VIEWED BY 
VOCATIONAL DIJIECTOR^ 

\ ■ 

^ . AS VIEWED IN^ 1976 

- * w N=27 



.EXISTINp 
NO. Percent RANK 



Ino. 



SUGGESTED 
Percen:| , 



RANK 



5. Equip.roent arvi Facilities 

A. Review of Equipment and Facilitiesi. , 

B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . • , 
C* Suggesting Equipment Replacement. \f . 

/ D., Calculation of Depreciation Allow- 
ances ........... , 

E. Suggesting Bid^ Solicitation ..... 

F. Soliciting Equipment Donations. . . , 

6. Program Staffing 

A. Review of Teacher Selection Criteria 

B. Suggesting Recruitment Policies . . 

C. Recommencing Potential Candidates . : 

D. Review of Teaching Applicants . . 

7. p rogram Review • 
i^TEvaluation of StiidentjPerfofmance . . 

B. Evaluation of.Teach^ Performance i . 
. C. 6se of Annual .State Department, 

Review Questionnaire *. . . . 

.D. Suggestions for Program Improvemtent . 

E. ^ompSting Accomplishments with 
• Stated Objectives . \ . 

F. . Making Periodic Reports to Adrainis- 
. tratioh./. * * 

8* Obtaining Community Resources 

A: Arranging Field Trips^ ^ 

B. RecQmmending Potential Co-op Work 
Stations. \ 16 

C. 'Identifying Community Resou3rces . 

D. Obtaining Perspnnel for Classroom 
Presentations . ^ 

E. Obtaining Consultants for Teachers. * 



21 


77.8' 


2.5 


21 


77.8 


2.0 


12. 


44.4 


15.0 


17 ' 


, 63.0, 


11.5 


16 


5973" 


6.5 


16 


59.3 


i '15..0 


1 


3.7 


41.0 


1. • ^ 

4 


14.8 


41.0 


9 


33.3 


20.0 


■ 7 • 


25.9 


37.0 


9 


33.3 


20.0 


9 


33.3 


32.5 


7 


25.9 


25.0 


10 


37.0 


31.0 


3 


11.1 


38.5 


5 


18.5 


40.0 


'7 


25.9 ' 


25.0 


6 


22.2 


38.5 




22.2' 


28.5 


/ 6 


22.2 


38.5 



4 


14.8 


36.0 


11 


40.1 


X 27.5 


5 


. 18.5 


32.5 


'8 


29.6 


35.0 


17 


63.0 


5.0 


16 


59.3 


15.0 


19 


70.4 


4.0 


20 


74.1 


4.0 


11 


40.1 


}7.0 


15 


55.6 


18.0 


9 


S3. 3 


20.0 


11 


40.1 


27.5 


'6 


, 22.2 


r 

' 28.5 


11 


< 40Tl~ 


27;5 


16 


59.3 


6.5 ■ 


19 


70.4 


6.0 


13 


48.1 


. 12.0 


19 


70.4 


6.0 


7 


'25.9" 


25.0 


15 


> 55.6 


'l8'.0 


5 


18.5 


32.5 


13 


48.1 


21.5 
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• • , . TABLE 6 . ' • 

Tmm pLS'''^ ^^^^""^^ coMMI^^E^ functions for secondary vocationau ed- 

*y ' EXISTING 1976 ' ' 

^ ' JSPECIFIC ADVISORY : — 
- COMMITTEE FUNCTION 



i\r\il|V 


rUNLlIUN 




tCA 


'* 2 ^ 


CCA 




EF 


A n 


PR 


^ n 


Tin 

, , PR 




EF 


• o 


OCR 


o • o 


CCA 


ft c 


CCA 


in n 


SP 




OS 


1? 0 


on 
or 


12 0 


OCR 




on 
or 




on 
or 


15 0 




17.0 


PR 


20.0 


OS 


20 0 ' ' 


Pnn 
LrR 


20 0 


EF 


20 0 




20 0 


nn 
rK 




CPR 


25 0 


DC 

r5 


25,0 


DC 
ro 




OCR 


2R ^ * 


OS 




PS 




i 

OS 




OLR 




CrR 


• 32.5 ■■ 


'CPR 


32.5 


■ PR • 


32.5 


OCR V 


. 36.0 . 


SP 


36.0 ^ 


^SP 


36.0 


PR 


38.5 


CPR 


"38t5- - 


PS 


• 40.0 


OS , 


41.0 • 


EF 



Identification of Occupational Competencies 
'Review of Performance Objectives ^ 
Review of Equipment and Facilities * ' 
Suggestions for Program Improvement 
Use of Annual State Departjpent Questionnaire 
Suggesting Equipment Replacement 
Recommending Potential Co-op Work Stations v 
Development of Program Goal Statements 
Review of Topical Outlined 

Notification of Job Openings ' ^ 

Use of Community Survey Data 

Keview of .Follow-Up Studies 

Identifying Community Resources 

Organization of Enq)loyer-Student Conference / 

Employment of Graduates 

Survey of •Equipment in Industry 

Comparing Accomplishments with Stated Objectives 

Survey of Community Need 

Speaking to Civic Groups 

Suggesting Bid Solicitation , • 

Soliciting Equipment Donation^t^ 

Making Periodic Reports to Administration 

Input at Prograift Funding Aptivities 

Review of Teach^ Selection Criteria * ' 

Recommending Potential Candidates 

Obtaining Persoijnel far Classroom Presentations 

Consultation with Michigan Employment Security 
Commission 

Reyiew of T^hing Applicants 

Use of .Occupational Outlook Handbook 

Arran'ging Field Trips 

Development of Promotional Materials 

Promotion of the Program Via the Media 

Evaluation of Teacher Performance 

dbtaining Consultants for Teachers 

Writing Recommendation Letters ' for Stt&ents 

Leai^on with M.E.S%C. 

Evaluation of Student Performance 

Input at Public Hearings ^ * . 

Suggesting Recruitment Policies , 

Use* of Michigan Manpower -Oeve^pment .Handbook 

Calculation of Depreciation Allowance, 
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RiANK DIFFERENCES BETlffiEN' SUGGESTED 1974 ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS AND-' 
EXISTING 1976 FUNCTIONS FOR SeCONUARY VOCATIONAL DIRECTOR ' 



Specific 

Committee 

Function 



Suggested 

Rank 

197^ 



Existing 

Rank 

1976 



Rank ^ 
Difference 



lA 


59.0 


16 


. 33.5 


IC 


'36.0 


ID • 


1^.5 


IE 


13.5 


IlA 


1,0 


IPB 


• . 11.0 


IIC 


\21.5 


IID 


2.5 


IIIA 


25.0 


IIIB 


5.5 


IIIC 


33.5 


HID 


5.5 


HIE 


18.5 


"IIIF 


30.5 


IVA ^ 


21.5 


IVB 


33.5 


IVC ^ . 


28.''0 


IVJ) 


9.0 


^IVE 


9.0 


VA, 


5.5 


. VB 


. 13.5, 


VC \ ' 


9.0' 


YD 


37.5 


VE 


33.5 


■ VF 


18.5 


VIA 


37.5 


VIB ■ 


40.0 


VIC 


30.5 


VID ' 

* 


. ' 41.0 


VIIA 


28.6 


vnB 


16.5 


'VllC 


21.5 


VIID 


25.0 


VI IE ^ 


• ,13.5 


VIIF 


21.5 



40.0 
28.5 
28.5 
20.0 
12.0 

1.0 
■ 8.5 
8.-6 
2.5 

15.0* 
10.0 
36.0 
15.0 
12.0 
36.0 

20.0 
23.0 
38.5 
32.5 . 
,32.5 

2.5, 
15.0 

6.5 
41.0 
20.0 ■ 
20.0 

25.0 
38.5 
25.0 
28.5 

36.0 
32.5 

5.0 

4.0 

17.0 
20.0 



1.0 

-5.0 
' -7.5 
6.5 
-1.5 

0.0 
-2.5 
-13.0 
0.0 

-10.0 
4.5 
2.5 
9.5 
-5.5 
5.5 

-1.5 
-10.5 
10.5 
23.5 
25.5 

-3.0 
1.5 

-2,5 
. 3.5 
-13.5 

-1.5 

-12; 5 
• -1.5 
-5.5. 
-12.5' 

8.0 
16.0 
-16.5 
-21.0 
3.5 
-1.5 
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specific^ . Su'ggested . Existing 

Committee ' - Rank • • Rank 

Function "1974 . * 1976 



VIIIA .28.0 28.5 

VIIIB .5.5 . ' 6.5 

Vine . 2.5, 12.0 

VIIID • 16.5- ' 25.0 • 

VniE 25.0 . 32.5 



' , . ■ TABLE 8V 

SUMMARY OF RESPONSE FROM OCCUPATIONAt DEANS - 1976 FOLLOW-UP STUDY 



RESPONDENT, 



NUMBER 
MAILED 



NUf.JBER 
RETURNED 



PERCENTAgg- 



Occupational Deans who 
participated in the 1974 
^ ^sessme^it, 1976 Follov^^Up 
aSid the Advisory Committee 
Workshop or Utilized* the 
Self- Instructional Material 

Occupational Deans who 
participate^ ip only portions 
6^ the total evaluation 
package 

JOTAL OCCUPATION DEANS IN 
FOLLOW-UP STUDY > 



30 



13 



22 



73.3 
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' i ^ TABLE 9. ^ . 

HANKING OF EXITING AND SUGGESTED ADVISOllY COMMITTEE Abpfl/lTiES 
AS VIEWED "BY OCCUPATIONAL DfeANS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
" ' AS VIEifED- IN 1974 

« * * 

^, . , • . N=7 V , 



EXISTING 
-M^ E£r£fin£_EAliIL 



NO. 



SUGGESTED 
— Percent^ 



^ Occupational Surveys 

A. Use. of Michigan Manpower Development 

Handbook 

Consulfation with Michigan Employment 

Security Commission .... 

C. Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook/ 
• D.' Surveys Coira^unity Needs'. ^ . ^ . / . 



2, 



Course>Content 'Advisement 

A. Identificatien of Occupational 

Competencies. . 

Development of Program Goal State- 
ments • • • . . . 

Review of Topical 'Outlines 

Revieiif of Performance Objectives. . 



B 





14.3 


28^ 


' 2 


2 


28.6 


21.5^ 


2 


3 


42.9 


14.0 ^ 


5 


4 ' 


57.1 


6.5 


'S 


3: 


42.9 


14.0 


5 


5 


71.4 


2.0 


7 



c. 

3. Student Placement 



\ 



3 
4 
3 



42.9 
57.1 
42.9 



Organisation of Eraployer-Student 

Conferences 1 ^ 14.3 

Notification of Job Openings 4 ' 57.1 

Waiting Recommendation' Letters for 

Students 1 

D. 'Employment of Graduates . 3 

E. Review of Follow-Up, Studies "2" 



C. 



F. Liaison with M.E. S.C. 



4. 



Community Public Relations 

A. Speaking to Civic Groups. . .' . . . 

B- ^nput at Program Fvaiding Activities 

C. -Input at Public Hearings •. 

D. I*romoting the Program Via the Media 

E. Development of Promotional Materials 



1 



(J 
1 
0 
0 
1 



14.3 
42.9 
28.6 
14.3 



0.0 
14.3 
0.0 
0.0 
14.3 



.1'4.0. 

6.5 
14.0 



28.5 
6.5 

28.5 
14.0 
^1,5 
5 



5 
6 
5 



4 
7 

3 
6 
7 
5 



28.6 

28.6 
71.4 
71:^ 
7U4 



100^.0 

71.4 
85.7 
71.4 



57.1 
100.0 

42.9 
85.7 

71.4 



35.5 

35.5 
18.5 
18.5 
18.5 



3.0 

18.5 
9.5 
18.5 



28.0 
3.0 

.33.4 
, 9.5 
3.0 
18.5 



37.0 


3 


42.9 


' 53.4 


28.5 


4 


57.1 


28.0 


?37.0 


4 

• 


57.1. 


. 28.0 


37.0 




57.1 


28.0. 


28.5 


71.4 


18.5 



TABLE 9 
PAGE TOO 



EXISTING , 
NO . \Percent RANK 



SUGGESTED. 
NO. Percent 



RANK 



5* Equipment and Eacilities 

A, Review of Equipment and Facilities, . 4 

B. Survey of Equipment in Industry . . ,3 
Suggesting Equipment Heplacement* ^ - 4 

D. Calculation of Depreciation Allow- 
ances . \ ....... 0 

E. Suggesting Bid Solicitation . . . % . 0 
**F, Soliciting Equipment Donations* ..." 1 



57.1' 


6.5 


6 


85.7 


9.5 


42.9. ' 


14.0 


4^ 


57.1 


28.0 


57.1 


6.5 


5 . 


71.4 


18.5 


0.0 


37.0 


0 


0.0 


39.0 ^■ 


0.0 


37.0 


' 0 


0.0 


39.0 


14,3 


28.5 




57.1 


28.0 



6. Program Staffing 

A. Review of Teacher Selection Criteria 
. B. -Suggesting' Recruitment Policies . . . 
C* Recommending Potential Candidates \ . 
D. Review of Teaching Applicant^* . .. .• . 



0 
0 
2 
0 



0.0 
0.0 
28.6 
0.0 



37.0 
37.0 
21.5 
37'. 0 



7. ^E;c|rain_^ 

tvaiua 



<eview 

Evaluation of Student Performgince . 

B. Evaluation of Teacher Performance .-. 
•C. Use of Annual State Department' 

Review Questionnaire 

D. Suggestions for Program Improvement 

E. Comparing Accon^jlishments with 
Stated Objectives , . 

F. Making Periodic Reports to Adrainis- 
^tration .* 

8. Obtaining Community Resources 

A. ^ Arranging Field Trips ........ 3 

B» " Retommending/ Potential Co-op Work 
Stations 

C. Identifying Community Resources . . . 

D. Obtaining Personnel for Classroom 
Presentations .............. 

E. ObtaininI: Consultants for Teachers. -. 



0 
0 
4 
0 



0.0 
0.0, 
57.1, 
0.0 



39.0 
39.0 
28.0 
39.0 



2 


28.6 


21.5 


6^ 


85.7 


9.5 


1 


14.3 


28.5 


6 


85.7 


9.5 


• 2 


28.6 


21.5 


4 


57.1 


28.0 


4 


57.1 


6.5 


6 


85.7 


9.5, 


2 


28.6 


21.5 


6 


85.7 


9.5 


0 


0.0^^^3.0 


5 


71.4 


18.5 



3 


42.9 


14.0 


' 6 


.'85.7 


9.5 


5 ' 


71.4 


2.0 


7 


. 100.0 


3.0 


5 


71.4 


2.0 • 


7 


ioo.o^ 


3.0 


3 


'42.9 


14.0 ' 


5 


71.4 


18.5 


3 


' 42.9 


i 14.0 


4 „ 


57.1 


28.0 








V 
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TABLE 10 



COMPARISON OF RANHJ-I* OF EXISTLNG AND SUGGESTED pCCUPATIONAL ADVISORY COM-IITTEE 
ACTIVITIES AS VIEWED BY OCCUPATIONAL DEANS IN 1974 (Controlled and LcontroUed) 



EXISTING 



Occupational Surveys 

Use of ^iichigan Manpower Development 

Handbook 

\B. Consultation with Michigan Employment 
/ Security Commission 

C. Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook. 

D. Surveys Community Needs ; . \ . . . 

E. Use pjE Community Survey Data. . . / [ 

2. 'Course Content Advisement ^ 

A. Identification of Occupational 
Competencies. ...... \ . ^ . . 

5- Development of Program Goal State-* 

ments ^ , ^ ^ 

C. Review of Topical Outlines, . . [ . 
^ Review of Performance Objectives.'. 

3. Student Placemeiit 
^ A. Organization of Employer-Student 

Conferences \ 

B. Notification of Job Openings 

C. Writing 'Recommendation Letters for 
students. 

D. Employment of Graduates 
* E, Review, of FoUow-Up Studies . . [ [ [ 

F. Liaison with M.E.S.C. 

Comnnmity Public Relations 

A. Speaking to Civic Groups 

B. Input at Program Funding Activities . 

C. Input at- Public Hearings . ....... 

D. Promoting the Program Via the Media ! 

E. Developmertt of Promotional Materials. 



SUGGESTED 
NC ^ C 



28.5 






35.5 


24.0 


21.5 


23.0 


, 35.5 


18.5 


14.0 • 


23.0 


■ 18.5 


18.5 


6.5 


-9.0 . 


18.5 ' 


12.5 


14.0 


9.0 

f 


18.5^ 




9 n 
^ • U 


l.u 


3.0 


12 5 




,6 . o 


18.5 


12.5 ' 




xd « u 


o c 

3 . 5 


18.5 


14.0 


- .9.0 


18.5 , 


24.0 


28.5 


31.5 


28.0 


12.5 


6.5 


15.0 


3.0 


3.5 


28.5 » 


35.5 


33.5 


8.0 . 


!4.0 


'15.0 


9.5 


18.5' 


. 21.5 


9,0 • 


3.0 


24.0 


28.5 


23.0 


• •18.5 

f 


38:0- ■ 


37.0 


.31.5 


33.5 


28.5 


28.5 


31.5 


28.0 


33.0 • 


37.0 . 


31.5 ■ 


28.0 ■ 


33.0" 


37.0 


31.5 


28.0 


28.5 


28.5 


31.5 


18.5 



4 
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4 


* 


■ A- I 
• 






* 

» 


> 

* 






TABLE 10 
PAGE TOO 


• 


I 


• 

c 






' . EXISTING 
KC. r 


5iJGGESTEp 


5., Equipment and Facilities 

A. Revievf of Equipment and Pacilities. . 

Survey ^of Equipment in Industry • . . 
C* Suggesting Equipment Replacement. . . 
D. Calculation' of Depreciation Allowr 

ances ........ ^ 

E- Suggesting Bid Solicitation 

F. Soliciting Equipment Donations. . . / 


- 1.0 
12.5 
' 12.5 

38.0 
36.0 
■ 18.5 


6.5 
• 14.0 
6.5 

37.0 . 
■ 37.0 
28.5 


. 3.5 
18.5, 
3.S 

39.5 
41. 0_ 
23.0 


9.5 

2»^ ^ 
. 18.5 

39.0 
39.0 
28 .0 


6. Program Staffing 

A. Heview.of Teacher Selection Criteria.^ 

B. Suggestin^g Recruitment Policies . . . - 

C. Recommending Potential Candidates-. . 
IX Review of Teaching Applicants .... 


.38.0 
33.0 
38.0 
38.0 


37.0 
37.0 
21.5 
" 37.0 


37.5 
37.5 
' 35.5 
39.5 . 


39.0 

39.0 • ^ . 
• 28.0 
»39,0 


program Review 

Evaluation of Student Performance . 

B. Evaluation of Teacher Performance . . 

C. Use of Annual State Department 
Review Questionnaire 

D. Suggestions for Program Improvement \ 

E. Comparing Accomplishments with 
Stated Objectives ^ 

F. Making Periodic Reports to Adminis- ' 


28.5 
33.0 

24,0 
3.0 

18.5 

33.0 


21.5 
28.5 

21.5 
6,5 

21.5 

37.0 


23.0 ' 
27..^ 

18.5 ■ 
3.5 

23.0 


9.5- 
9.5 

28.0 ^ 

9 5- 

9.5, 
IS. 5 


L Obtaining Community Resources 

A. Arranging Field Trips 

B. Recommending Potential Co-op Work ' 
Stations. . 

C. Identifying Qommunity Resources . . . 

Obtaining Personnel for Classroom 

Presentations , / , 

E. Obtaining Consultants for Teachers.*. 


24.0 

5.5 
5.5 

8.0 
8.0 

■ ft 


' 14.0 

2.0 
, 2.0 

14.0 
• 14.0 


27.5 

9.0 • 
9.0 

15.0 
. 15.0" 


9.5 

* 

V 3.0 
3.0 

18.5 
28.0 

*■ 


* 
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TABLE 11 



RANKING OF SPECIFIC; ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS FOR POST SECONDARY VOCAJIONAL 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS > ^ 



SPECIFIC ADVISORY ' 
. ■ COi^ITTEE FUNCTION 

Identification of Occupational Competencies 

Notification of, Job Openings 

Review- of Follow-Up Studies - . . 

Recommending l^otential Co-op Work Stations 

Identifying Community Resources ' 

Review of Topieal Outlines 

Review of Equijjment and Facilities 

Employment of Graduates 

Evaluation of Studeiit Performance ' 

Evaluation •of Teacher Performance 

Suggestions for Program Improvement 

Comparing Accomplishments with Stated Objectives 

Arranging Fiel'd Trip5 

Use of Occupational Outlook Handbook; 

Survey of Community Needs 

Use of Community Survey Data ' 

Development of Program Goal Statements 

Review of Performance Objectives * 

Leaison*with M.E.S.C. * 

Development of Promotional materials 

Suggesting Equipment Replacement , 

Making Periodic Reports to Administration * ^ 

Obtaining Personnel for Classroom Presentations 

Organization of Employer-Student Conference . 

Input at Program Funding Activities > 

Input at Public Hearings ' 

Promoting the Program Via the Media 

Survey of Equipment in Industry / * ^ , 

Soliciting Equipment Donations 

Recommending Potential Candidates 

Use of Annual State Department Reyiew 

QuestionnsLire^ . * ' 

Obtaining Consultants for Teachers 
Writing Recommendation fetters for'^tudents 
Speaking to Civic Groups 

Use of Michigan Manpower Development handbook 
Consultation with Michigan Emi)lroyment Security. * 

Commission ' 
Calculation of Depreciation Allowances • 
Suggesting Bid ^Solicitation ^ 
Review of Teacher Selection Critferia 
Suggesting ^Recruitment Policies 
Review of Teadiing Appli<iants ' 



RANK 


MAJOR COMf'lITTEE 
FUNCTION 


3.0 


CCA 


3.0 


SP 


^ 3.0 


SP 


. 3.0 


" OCR 


^ 3.0* 


OCR 


9.5 


• CCA 


9.5 


FT? 


9.5 


SP 


9.S 


PR 


9.5 


^ PR 


-^9.5 


PR 


9.5 


' ^ PR 


- 9.5 


OCR 


18.5 


OS 


' 18.5 


OS 


18.5 


OS 


t8.5 


CCA 


18.5 


CCA 


18.5 


SP 


18.5 


* CPR 


18.5 


EF 


18.5 


pi; 


18.5 


OCR' 


28.0 


SP 


28.0 


' CPR 


28.0 


♦ • CPR 


28.0 


CPR ' 


28.0 ^ 


EF 


28.0 


. EF/ 


28.0 . 


PS 


28.0 


J' } , . PR ' 


28.0 


OCR 


33.5 


/' SP 


33.5 ' 


, ' CPR 


3St5 


OS ^ 


35.5 


OS 


1/59.0 


' ' \ EF 


39.0 


EF . . 


39, a 


' PS 


39.0 


\ . " PS- 


39.0 


PS 
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"-^TA BLE . 12 . • 

NG OF EXISTING AND SUGGESTED ADVISORY COMTJITTEE ACTIVltlES 
VIEIVED BY OCCUPATIONAL DEANS OF GOMMUNfTY COLLEGES ' 
- -AS VIEWED IN 1976 



N=7 



' EXISTING 
ML Perrent PA^Ji^ 



SUGGESTED 
ML Percent.. 



Occupational Surveys 

A. Use of , Mi chigaa Manpower Development 
Handbook. ; . . . 

B. 'Consultation' wit;h Michigan Employment 
Security Commi'ssion 

C. Use of Occi:5)ational Outlook Handbook/ 
D; » Surveys Community ^eeds 

E. * Use of Community Survey *Data 



^ Course Content Advisement 

A. Identification of Occupational 
'Competencies. . . . . . ^ ' 

B. Development* of Program Goal St^e- 
ments ^ 

C^. Review of Topical Outlines. . . ik. 
Review of Performance Objectives. . 

Student Placement 

A. ^ Organizatibn of. Employer-Student 

Conferences 

B. Notification of 'Job 'Openings. . . 
.C; Writirxg Recommendation Letters for 

Students. . .\ . \ . ». \ 

D.* Employment of G?:aduates^. . • 
. • E. ' Review of Follow-Up Studies 
* Liaison with M.€.S.C. . . • 



0 


0.0 


40.0 


1 * 


• Jli.*T . %J 




^ 


28.6 


32.0 


• 

1' 


14.3 


40°. 5 


5 


71.4 


8.5 


5 


71.4 • - 


13.5 


6 


85.7 


2.5 


6 


85.7 


4.0 


5 


, 71.4 


.8.5 


6 ' 


^.7 - 




6 


85.7 


' > 2.5 


» 

6 


85.7 


4.0 


4. 


57.1 


16.5 




42^9 


' 31.0 


4 


. 57.1 . 


16.5 


" 4 


57,1 


11.5 


4 


- ,47.1 


16.5 


5 


71.4 


.13.5 

* 


3 


42.9^ , 


25.0 


4 


• 57. -1 


11.5 


5 . 


71.4 


8.5 , 


5 


71.4 


13.5 



. I Community Public Relations 
.^A. ■ Speaifing to Civic Croups. . . . . 

■^B. Input at Program Funding Activities 
"C. Input at Public Jteflcriiipfe. ..... 

p. 'Promoting the ProgrAmVia the Media 
*B. Developfhent of Promotional Materials 
1 -'^ , • ' . • ^ 



28.^ 
85.7 
42.9 
42.9 



' 32.0 
2.5 
" 25.0 
25.0 



4 
S 
4 
3 



57.1 
71.4 
57.1 
42.9^ 



11.5 
13.5 
11.5- 



0 


. 0.0 


40.0 . 


3 


42.9 


3i!o 


2 


28.6 


32.0 


2 


28.6 


37.5 


0 


0.0* 


4v0.0 


3 


42.5 


31.0 


3 


42.9 


25.0 


5 * 


71.4 


13.5 


1 


14.3 


37.0 


5 


71.4 


. 13,5 



( K 
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TABLE 12 * ^ 

PAGE TOO - , ' , ^ . ^ ^ 

~ [ [ EXISTING " 
' N0> Percent RANK 

5» Equipment and Facilities • ' > - 

A» Review of Equipment and Facilities. . ^ 85.7 \ 2.5 

B. * Sui;vey of Equipment in Industry ... 6 - 2.5 

C. Su^esting Equipment Replacement;'^ . ' 6' ^91^' 2.5. 

D. Calculation of Depreciation Allow- - 

ances . . \ \ L 14. S * 37.0 

* E. Suggesting Pid Solicitation 1 , 14. S 37.0 

^F* Soliciting Equipment Donations. ... 2 28,6 32.0 

* 

6. Program Staffing 

A. Review of Teacher Selection "Criteria 4 5*7.1 .16,5 

B. - Sugg*esting Recruitment Policies ... 2 28.6' " 32.0 

Recommending Potential* Candidates . . 4 57.1 16.5 

D. Review of Teaching Applicants . ♦ . . 2 28.6 32.0 

, _ Program Review , . 

^^LEvaluation of Student Performance ..... 4 57.1 16. 5 

B. Evaluation of Tgacher Performance ... 2 28.6 32.0 
' C. Use of Annual State Department 

Review Questionnaire 4 ' 57.1 16,5 

D. Suggestions for Program Improvement 5 71.4' 8.5 

E. Compating Accomplishments with 

Stated Objectives '. .4 57,1 16.5 

,F. Makipg Periodic Reports 1;o Adminis- 
tration . . . .. . . . . . 4 57.1 - 16.5 

8. Obtaining Commugity^^sourfces 

A. , Arranging Field Trips 3 42.9 25.0 

Reccfmmending Potential Co-oj) Itork 

Stations. . , ° 3 42.9 25^0- 

C. Identifying Eojnmunity Resources .. . . 5 71.4 8.5 

D. . Obtaining Personnel for Classroom 

^ presentations 5 71.4 8.5 

^ 'E'. Obtaining Consultants for Teachers. . 4 '^ 57.1 -.16.5,. 



SUGGESTED . • 
NO. Percent RANK 



6 
6 
6 

2 
■3 
' 3 



2 
5 
2 



5 
4 

3 
6 

5 

4 



3 
5 



85.7 
85.7 
85.7 

28.6 
42.9 
42.9 



71.4 
28.6 
71.4 
28.6 



71.4 
57.1 

42.9 
85.7' 

71.4 

57.1 

57.1 

42.9 
71.4 



3 42.9 



4.0 
4.0 
4.0 

^37.5 
31.0 - 

3i;o 



13.5 
•37.5 
13.5 
37.5 



13.5 
11:5 

31. D 

4.6" 

.13.5 
11.5 

11.5 

si.o 

13.5 
13.5 

31 ;g . 



\ 
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TABLE. 13 



RANKING Of SPECIFIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS FOR' F^OST-SECONDARY VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS 



EXISTING 1976 



RANK 


MAlJOR rO\TMTTTFF 


2.5 


CCA 


2.5 


uo 


2 5 ' 


CD 
or 


2.5 


PV 


2.5 


PP 
CF 


2 5 


CF 


8.5 


uo 


8.5 


uo 


8.5 


SP 


8.5 


, PR 


8.5 




8.5 


OCR 


16 5 




16 S 








16.5 


PQ 


16.5 


'^^ 


16.5 


PP 


16.5 


PR 

' ' lrl\ 


16.5 ^ 


'PR 


16.5 
16.5 ' 


UU»iv/> 


25 ;o 


<;P 
or 


• 25,0 


> <;p 


25.0 


^P 
or 


25.0 


CPP 


25,0 


OCR 


25.0 


* OCR 


32.0 


Uo 


' 3^.0 • 


<;p 

or 


32.0 


. CPR 


52.0 


EF ' 


32.0 


■ PS . 


32.0 


. ' " PS 


37.0 


. CPR 


37.0 


EF 


37.0 ' 


EF 


40.0 ' 


OS ■ 


.40. 


CPR 


40.0 


CPR ' 



SPECIFIC ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE FUNCTION 



Identification .of Occupatipnal Competencies 

Survey of Conunimity Nee^d^ 

Employment of Graduates ^ . . , 

Review of Equipment and Facilities 

Survey of Equipment in Industry / - 

Suggesting Eqm.pment Replacement 

Use of pccupaHonal Outlook Handbook 

Use of Coran^unity Survey Data 
' Notification jof Job Openings * 

Sugges^tions for Program Improvement 

Identifying ^Community Res.Qurces' 

Obtaining Personnel for ilassroom Presentations 
• Development of Program Goil Statements. 

IJeview of Topical 'Outlines 

Review of Performance Objectives > ^ 

lleview of Teacher Selection Criteria 

Redommending^ Potential Candidates 

Evaluation of Student Performance 

Use of Annual State Department Review , , ' 

Questronnaire - / ^ ^ 

Comparing Accomplishments with Stated Objectives 
Making Periodic Reports to Administration - ^ 
Obtaining Consultants for Teachers 
Organization of Employer-Studeht Conferences 
,Review of Follow-Up Studies ' 
Leaison with M.E.S.C. * 

Promoting the Program Via the Media * . 

Arranging Field' Trips ' ' ^ 

Recommending Potential Co-op Work Stations 
Consultation with the Michigan Employment Securit) 
Commission 

Writing Recomme^ndation Letters* for Stqdents . 
Input at Program Funding Activities 
Soliciting 'Equip|(ient Donations' 
Suggesting Recruitment^Policies 
Review of Teaching Performance ' • 
Development of -Promotional Materials 
Calculation of Depreciation Allowances . 
^ugge^ting Bid.B9licitation^ ' < ^ 

Use of Michigan Manpower Devejlopment Handljook^ 
Speaking to Public Groups / * , ' * 

IH^ut at Public Hearings , , , . 

«- - ' 

\ 
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TABLE 14 



RANK DIFFERENCES^ BETWEEN SUGGESTED 1974 ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNCTION AND 
EXISTING 1976' FUNCTIONS FOR POST-SECpNDARY OCCUPATIONAL DEANS 



SPECIFIC 
COMMITTEE 
"FUNCTION 



SUGGESTED 
-RAl^K 
' 1974 



EXISTING 
RANK 
1976 



RANK 
DIFFERENCE 



lA 
IB 
IC 
ID 
IE 



35.5 
35.5 
.^18'.5 
18.5 
18.5 



40.0 
32.0 
8.5 
2.5 
8*5 



— ?7r 
-3.5 
-10.0 
-16.0 
-10.0 



JIA 
LIB 

tic 

IID 



3.0 
18.5 

9.5 
18.5 



2.5 
16.5 
16.5 
16.5 



-0.5 
-2.0 
7.0 
-2.0* 



IHA 
IlIB 
IIIC 
HID 
HIE 
IIIF 



.'.^8.0 
'V3^.0 
33.5 
9.5 
'• 3.0 
18.5 



25.0 
8.5 

32.0 
*2.S 

25.0 

25.0 



.-3.0 
5.5 
-1.5 
-7.0, 
22.0 
6.5 



IVA 
IVB 
IVC 
IVD 

ivE 

" VA 
. VB 

YC 

VD 

VE 

VF 

■VIA 
VI B 
VIC 
VID. 

VI I A 
VIIB 

vnc ■ 

VIID, 

VliE 

VIIF 



■ 33.5 
- I 28.0 
'28.0 
28.0. 
> 18.5' 

■ " ,* 

.. 28.0 
• * 18.5 
' ■ -39.0 
■.' 39.0 
* 28.0 



39.0 
39.0 
28.0 
39'. 0 

9.5 
9.5 

28.0 
9.5 
9.5 

18.5 



/ 



40.0 
32^0 
40 .-0, 
25.0 
37.0 

2.5 
2.5 
2.5 
■S7.0 
%7.0 
32. p 

16.5- 
32.0 
16.5 
32. .0 

16.5 
32.0 
•16.5. 
8.5 
16.5 
16.5 



. 6.5 
4.0 
12.0 
-3.0 
18.5 

-7.0 
-25.5 
-16.0 
-2.0 
-2.0 
4.0 

-22.5' 
-^7.0 
-11.5. 
• -7.0 

t 

7.0 
22.5 
-11;5 
^ -1.0 
■ 7.0 
■* -2:0 



VIIIA 
VHIB 

viiic 

VIII'D 

yiiiE 



.f 



9.5' 

3'.0« 
■ 3.0 
. 18.5 
f . 28.0- 



25.0 
25.0 
8.5 
8.5 
.16.5 



15.5 
22.0 
5.5 
-10.0 
-11.5 



■ ' ■ ' TABLE 15 ■ * « 

'* N=1S. ■ . • ' ■ 



MET OR 
EXCEEDED 



WiU NUT PERCHi^r MEETING. 
.EXCEED OR EXCEEDING 



1. Occupational Surveys 

, Use Michigan Manpower Development 

- , Handbook. 

B. Consultation with Michigan Eiiiployment 
Security CommiS'sion .* 

C. Use o£ Occupational. Outlook Handbook! 

p.. Surveys Connnunity Needs 

E. Us^ of Conununity Survey Data. . . 

2. Course Con^ient Advisement « . ' 

A. Identification of ' Occupational 

H ' Competencies ; 

B. Development of Program Goal State-* 
ments . „ 

, C. Review of Topical Outlines.* .* .* * .* .* 
" D. Review of Performance Objectives. . 

3 . Student Placement ' 

A. ' Organization of Employer-Student 
* 'Conferences 

B. Notification of Job Openings. . . , 

C. Writing Recommendation Letters for 

students 

Employment*""of Graduates . . . . \ [ 

E. Review of Follow-Up Studies . . . . ! 

F. Liaison w^th M.E.S.C .' ! ! ! 

4. Coimaunity Public Relations 
A: 'Sjfeaking to Civic Groups. 

B. Input at Program Funding Activities . 

C. Input at Public Hearing^' 

n. -Promoting the Program Via the Media .' 
E. Development of Promotional Materials. 



8 
7' 
7. 
8 



. 8 
'9 
12 



6 
5 



5 
4 
6 

3 



8' 
9 
7 

6 
S 



5 
6. 



7 

.6 
3 



6 
8 

7 
8 

'7 
10. 



5 
4 
5 
6 
7 



69.2 

61-.5 
53.8 
53.8 
61.5 



69.2 

53.3 
60.0 
80.0 



50.0 
38.5 

41.7 
33.3 
46.2 
23.1 



61.5 
69.2 
58.3 
50.0 
41.7 
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TABLE 13. . * ; 
PAGE TWO . ■ - . 




- 




" t 


MHT OR 

. EXCEEDED 

• 6 

7 
6 


Uii) WU'i — ' 


PcRCbWl MegTiriG 

OR EXCEEDING 

57Jl. ' 

42.'9* 

53.8 
46.2 

> 


5. Equipment -and Facilities 

A. Review of Equipment and Facilities. . 

B. Survey of Equijiment in Industry . .' 
C: Suggesting Equipment Repl'acement . . 

D. Calculation of Depreciation Allow- " 

E. Suggesting Bid Solicitation ..... 

F. -Soliciting Equipment Donations. , . 


• 

6. 
8 

" 8 

6- 
7 


6. ProRram Staffing 

■ A. Review, of. Teacher Selection Criteria 

B. Suggesting Recruitment Policies . . 

C. Recommending Potential Candidates .' 1 

D. Review of Teaching Applicants . , . . 


4 
• 6 
4 

5 


7 
7 
8 
7 


■ 36.4 1- 
46.2 
33.3 
41.7 


^'-^frogran Review 

Evaluation of Student Performance . .- 

B. Evaluation of Teacher Performance . 

C. Use of AnnuaJ. State Department' * ' 
Review Questionnaire; . . 

D- SuggestioVis for Program Improvement . 

E. . -Comparing Accomplishments with , 

Stated Objectives ^ " 

F. Making Periodic Reports to Adminis- 
tration ■ ^ 


^ . • 4 
6 

8 

6 • 
' 6" < 

> 

' 5 


8 
6 

3 

6 - 
6 

7 ' 


/* 

33.3 

50.0 . . 

- 72.7 
50.0 ' - 

50.0 . . 

41.7 


Obtaining Community Resources 

A. Arranging Field Trips . . - 

B. Recommending, Potential Co-op Work 
Stations! - 

C. Identifying Community Resources . ' . 

D. Obtaining Personnel /or .Classroom ' *, 
Presentations, ..... ■ . 

E. Obtaining Consultants 'for Teachers. 


9 

5 

5 


7 

. ' 3 
6 

7 * 

^ • % 


« 

• 46.2 

75.0 ' ' * 
53.8 

» 

• 41.7- 
45.5 


• 




1 


r 

A 

A. 
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TABLE 16 



EVALUATION 



ORI GINAL 'workshop PARTICI PANTS 
WORKSHOP, EVALUATION 
(FORM B - CODED PINK) 

N=32 ■ 

NUMBER 



PERCENTAGE 



&r3- 

56,3 
31.3 
3.1 
0.0 

100.0 



Good f 
So-So 

Quite Poor 
No Good 

TOTALS 



/ 

Excellent = 5 
.Good V 4 

So-So *\3 
Quite Poor = '2 
No Good = 1 




18 
10 
1 
0 

32 



ASSIGNED VALUES 



MEAN EVALUATION =3.68 



TABLE .17 



"TIP 



EVALUATION 



SECOND PARTV TRAINER WORKSHOP 
PARTICIPANT - WORKSHOP EVALUATION 
(FORM B - CODED WHITE) 

■ N=1S8 

NUMBER 



PERCENTAGE 



Excellent 

Good 

So-So 

Quite Poor 
No Good 

TOTALS 



-44- 



79 

26 
8 
I 

158 



27 .8 
50.0 
16.5 
5.1 
0.6 

100.0 



Excellent = 5 * 

Good = 4 

So-So ' = 3 

Quite Poor = 2 

No Good = 1 



ASSIGNED VALUES 



MEAN EVALUATION =3.99 



ERIC 
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TABLE 18 . 

BANKING OF RESPONSES TO EVALUATION OF ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE WORKSHOP REGIONAL PARTICIPANTS - 

FORM B (COLOR CODED - PINK) 



!• Did the vorkshop meet your 

expectations? ^ '26 76.5 ^ 



No. . Percignt Rank 

xo:5 

2, Did the workshop prpvide you , , * * 

vith nev, useful information? 27 79. 7.5 

3* Did you learn nev skills vhich 

you can use in your voi^? , 2k 70.6 1U.5 

Will you be bettel- able to vork 25 - tS 5 * 13 0 

with advisory groups. . , ^ 

5. Will you use your nev advisory 

■ eroup skills? •26/76.5 10.5 

. 6* Did the vorkshop facilities. 

contribute to effective learning? 28 b2\h 5,0 

7. Was the .vorkshop veil organized? 28 82.1; 5.6 

8. Did you have sufficient, 

opportunity to participate? .29 85.-3 3.0 

9. Did the vorkshop leader(s) ^ 

|>rovide good leadership? ^ 30 88.2 ' - 2^0 

10. Was the slide /tape or films.trip ' ' ^ * 

effective and useful? 21; 70.6 ll;/5 

11; Wa^ the time allotted sufficient? 28 82.1; 5.0 

12, Were the communication exercises 

_ useful? , . 21 2.6,0 

13. Was the resource section useful? 26 76.5 " 10.5 . 

ll;. Will you use the vorkshop materials ^ 

on the Job? ' 27 79. 1; 7.5 



15. pPb you think the. vorkshop was worth 

v^our time? 26 76 *5 



10.5 J 



\ 



Have you made up an action plan 
for your advisory group? ^ ' 

17* Would you complete the,^ rest of 
the" exercises? " ^ 

18» Were you given the Advisory 

Committee Handbbokr-"A Guide for 
the Effective Utilization ^of 
Advisory Committees"*? ^ ' 



\ ^Q* Percent R^,nlc 

17 50*0 17,0 

> 16 kj.l 18.0 

32 9U.1 1.0 



ERIC 
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TABLE 19 



% 



RANKING j)^' RESPONSES TO EVALUATION OP ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE WORKSHOP SECON.D PARTY TRAINER WORK- 
SHOP PARTICIPANTS, 

FORM B (COLOR CODED - WHITE) 

» 



!♦ Did the vorksho'p meet your 
expectations? 

2. Did 'the voarkshop provide you 
vith 2iew> useful information? 

. 3. Did you learn nev skills vhich 
you can use in your vork? 

U/^ Wlll you "be "better ahle to vork/ 
V|^th advisory groups? 

5. ,Wili\you use your new advisory 
group'Nskills? 

6* Did the workshop facilities 

contribute ^o effective learning? 

7» Was the workshop vvell organized? 

o. Did you h^ve suffi<iient 

opportunity to partixcipate? 

9* Did the workshop leader^Cs) 
provide good leadership? 

♦ 

10. Was the' slide/tape or filmstrip 
effective and useful? 

11 • .Was the time allotted sufficient? 

12. Were_the communication 'exercises 
useful? 

13. Was the resource section useful? * 

ll*. Will you use the vorkshTp materials 
on the joh? 



^o* Percent 'Rank 

128 80.5 8.0 
139 Bl,k ' *li.o 
ll6 72.9 15-6 
W 79.9 . 9.0 
121 76. r 11.5 

129 81.1 7.0 
lh2 '89.. 3 2.0 

ll*8 93.1- 1.0 

llil 88.7 3.0 

100 62^9 16.0 

-123 77. U 10.0^ 
r 

120 75.5' 13.0 

12^ 76.1 11.5 

117 73.^ ll^.o 



ERIC 



51 



15. Do jrou think the vorkshop vas 
vorth your time? 

16. Have you made up an action plan 
for your advisory group? 



No. Percent Rank 
131 82. I| 6.0 
T3 k5.9 ^17.0 



^^^T^^ wouxa yo,u complete the rest of ' 
the exercises? ^ ^ 

18. Were you given the Advisory 
Committee .Haiidbook«-"A Guide 
for the Effective Utilization ^ 
of Advisory -tCommittees"? 



72 I»5L.3' 18.0 



13h Bk.3 



5.0 



er|c 



52 



TABLE 20 ■ ' . 

RANKING OF RESPONSES TO EVALUATION OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE WORKSHOP BY REGIONAL 
PARTICIPANTS AND. SECOND PARTY TRAINER WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS. 



SECOND PARTY 
,PARTICIP^ 
RANK'* 


REGIONAL 
" PARTICIPANT 
■ RANK 


SPECIFIC - - 
EVALUATION 
QUESTION 


1.0 ' 

^ 270— — 


3.0 

• b.U 


Did you have sufficient opportunity to participate? 



V 3, 
4, 



5.0 
6.0 
7.0 

8.0 
9.0 

10.0 
11. S 
•11.5 
13.0 
14.0 
15.0 

16.0 
17.0 

18.0 



2.0 
7.5 

1.0 
10.5 
5:0 

10.5 
13.0 

5.0 
10.5 
10.5 
16.0 

7.5 
-14.5 

14.5 
17.0 

18.0 



•Did the. workshop leader provide good leadership? 
Did the workshop provide you with new useful 

information? ' ' 
Were you given the Advisory Conunittee Handbook? 
Do you think the workshop was worth your time? 
Did the workshop facilities contribute t6 effective 

learning? 

Did the workshop meet your expectations? 

Will you be better able to work with your advisory 

groups? ' * ' - ■ 

Was the time allotted sufficient? 
Will yoii use your new advisory group skills? 
Was the resource s ection helpful? — 
V/ere the communication? exercised helpful? 
Will you use the workshop material 0^ the job? 
Did you learn new skills whidi you can use in your 

work? ^ * . 

Was the slide/tape or filmstrip effective and useful 
HaVe you made up an action plan for your advisory 

group? 

WouW you complete the rest of the exercises? 



V 



TABLE 21 . 

SinftlARY OF RESPONSES FROM WORKSHOP LEADERS. N=2l ' ' 

QUESTION #2 * • ■ ■ 

Atq you aware. of the utilization of any of the materials developed by means of the 
clT^lTlly^T^i^^^^^ existing vocational education 

- - ■• Ves 19 ' ' 



-No .. 2 



QUESTION #3 ' . ' ... 

Are you 'aware of the development of any new courses- regarding the advisory committee 
concpt at your institution? * / ^ «uu4.i.i.cc 



Yes 2 



No 19 



QUESTION #4 

If the answers to questions 2, 3 and 4 were "no", do you p.lan on using the advisory 
committee material in any future course revisions or course additions? 



Yes 
No " 



No Response 13 



VOCATiONAt EDUCATION ADVISOEY COMMITTEE PROJECT , * 
/ ' ^ IN-SERVICE WORKSHOPS EVALUATION .REPORT * ' 

' \ , Prepared by: Charles. F. Eiszler . 

James H. Nugent 

This report describes the achieveinents of the In-Service Workshops 

IS/ - <e ' • . 

•and the pffectivenes's of the Struct\iral ^Communicatibns exercises which 
were used to* stimulate 'problelii-solving d^sqjission in ^ the. workshops. In 
'the^ii^st section, data from 14 workshops is considered in aggregate to 
determine th^ extent to which workshop participants dWeloped greater 
levels of awareness of and more positive attitudes toward advisory^- coiA- 
mittee functions. In the second section / data from each of the eight 
Structural Communication exercises are examined to determine if exercises 
were equally effective. . S 



!♦ EVALUATION OF WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES ^ *. ' , 

A, The first objective of the In-Service Workshops 'involved develop- 

^ng three dimensions of awareness of advisory committee fynction^ in the 

workshop participants. These criteria ma^^'lfcfe svimmarized as follows:. 

^1. .Td. develop better tinder standilri^ of" some of the pSfbliJems ' ' 
associated with an advisory wmmittens funcibion* 

2. To develop* better understanding Qf positive aliiernative - . * 
' ^ approaches* to problems associated -with an advi^ry com-- 

^ mittee function. 

3, To geJiyBrate new ideas, concepts, , ot 'perspectives regard-* 
ing tbe potentiarl implementation of an advis'ory committee 

- ' function. % 

^i^t structural Coiratiunications exercises, each highlighting aJjdiffer- 
ent advisory committee function,, were made available to workshop partici- 
pants. Individuals were encourageS to select exercises in ^erms of tJjeir 



local' needs and, where several individuals attended from thfe Vam^ system, 
the l5cal? Jzeams were encouraged to participsfte in as in^ny Qf the eight 
exercises as possible. In some workshops^ iMividue^ls participated" in two 
ircises and 'in others participation* ^as limited to a single exerciser 



To .evaluate the yaj.ue and effectiveness of the Structural Communica- 
tions exercises in accomplishifig the first objective, several fprms of 
data^were coLleqted. Participation, Response sheets required workshop 
participants to record a , sequence of problem solutions at three differ- 
ent points, in the ^roup discussion. At the completion of each exercise,'^, 
participants also complertied a three-part Exercise Reaction Sheet* 'Part 1 
of this instrument a^ked, respondents to rate the effectiveness- of the 
exercise in Kelping them accomplish the thr'^e. awareness objectives men- 
tione'd pir^viouf ly. h fovr'-point response scale was .usM for the partics.- 
"j)ant ^atiing|hr ^ . ^ '^-v^ . " ' ^ * * . 

*' ' ^ 4-* Very Much -Better ^' ' , . - ••^^ 

' . . - ' - ' .3- Considerably Better * ^ • , 

^ . * - . * ; ^ ' \ ' ' . ^ 

2- Slightly feetter . * . . '\ 

^ - ' 1-T fro' Setter - . ; ' • . * ' , 

in addition/ after ranting each of the three critej^ion item^s, ^artici- 
.pants were a;5ked €o' brief ly^list or* identify specific problems, positive 
alternative approaches, and new ideaiS for implementationjof advisory com- 
mitter ^fu'nctions ^hat were gained from each exercise. These xx)mments were 

used to indicate the validity of the ratings against objective gains for 

/ 

^ each criterion item. /The Exercise Beaction Sheet also asked participants 

*- " * . " 

to rate group JEunctioning (Part II) and identify problems involved in 
using structured discussion exercises (Part III) . * - ' ^ 



'-4 



TABLE 'l 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS, MEANS, AND VARiWeS 
FOR TOTAL WORKSHOP SAMPLE ON. EXERGISE 
. REAeriON SHEET CRITERION ITEMS (N=341) 




I *» 



SO 



Ta]?le 1 presents the aistributio3x.of responses to each criterion item 
(awareness objective) aggregated for all eight exercises* Means and vari- 
ances for the *total group on each^ item are listed and the percent of res- 
pondents who made validating comments on gach item is identified.^ 

^ The data of Table 1 show that the three dimensions of awareness of" 
advisory committee functions were developed with differential stitcess'* 
Mean ratings of 2,71, •2.46, and 2.23, respectively, were obtained for cri- 
,teria 3, 1 and 2., Dependent-samples t-te^ts performed on each* comparison 
showed significant differences between all three criteria*^ Exercises were 
more 'effective in generating new ideas and perspectives ^^bouthow to im- 
pleg^nt various advisory coittmittee functions than in developing a be^te? 
xmderktanding* of .the* probleips 'associated with advisory committee fUricQ^ii^. 
Th6 exercises werfe^somev^hat less effective in developing befiter. undetstandr 
ing of the, positive altemaiti^e approaches to problems "cissociated vrLth ad- 
visory &mmittee functions.* ^ , ' * 

' -To interpret these findings, properly, it should Ijje kept in luind' that 
a mean rating betwe^ 2 and 3 |n the scale used indicates that respondents 
averaged between. "slightly^J>2tter"^ and "considerably better" understanding 
of advisory committee functions on aij three criteria. Although the cri- 
teria were attained with relative success^ it appears that tiie Structural 
Comm\mications exercises Were effective %n the absolute sense as well.* 

Only 10 percent, of workshop participants indicated failure to develop 
greater awareiiess of the dimensions represented by either criterion items 
1 or 3. However, 17 percent indicated thit they did not develop a better 
understanding of approaches to problems associated with* advisory committee 
functions^ {Criterion 2) . ^ 



The Structtural Coinmunication exercises,, then, appeared to be rather 
successful in developing problem understanding and novel ideas for iwple- ' 
mentation of particular advisory coHimittee functions but approaches (so- 

^ . * ' ' . , , i ' 

lutions) to advisory conmiittee probleias were less frequently generated- 
The, percent of respondents who made validating comments was 52% on 
item 1, £3% on item 2, and 31% on item 3. The percent of ' validating com- 
ments for each item suggests that ratings may be over-estimates of actual 
objective (behavioral) achievement* Although pressures of time may h^ve 
mitigated against more frequent validating copoments, caution is 'needed in 
inter^eting the apparent success of the exercises when objective evidence 
td support: ratings of workshop participants is, lacking* ^ , „ * ^ 

B. The setond performance objective specified that positive change in 
attitude ' tpward the roles-^ fuijctions, anji valu^^of advisory comndttees ^ 
would result from the workshop expelrience. To measure attitude, toward as- 
pects of advisory committee fijnction/. an Advisory Committee Opinionnaire ^ 
(AGO) was deVQl<^ed/ * • 

Initially, 40 items were written depicting' a variety of general rqles 
or values as well as several specific advisory committee functipns. These 
were bcised, in pcirt, on the data received from the earlier Heeds Assess-r 
mept study. Results of a pilot study conducted in July, 1974 {N=31) showed 
that a 27-item questionnaire could be ponstanicted from the original 40 
items having adequate reliability ^coefficient alpha = •70)* Both posi- , 
tively aj^ negatively-worded items were written to minimize the effect *of 
acquiescence. The final version pf the AGO included 13 itemst concerning 
genpral roles cuid attitudes toward advisory coipnittees and 14* items di- 
rected to specific functions covering eight areas identified in the Needs 



study. Total scores ^pr^both the general roles and specific functions 
items were obtained prilpr to each' workshop .(pre) and at the end '(post). 
All workshop respondents were asked to endorse one of 6. response oate- 
gories for each guestiori from "Completely Disagree" (1) through "Com- 
pletely Agree" (6) in a standard Likert-t;ype scale format. 

The d^ta analysis was based on aggregate data from all*14 workshops. ' 
Means, and stand^d deviations of .the pre and post scores for items- 1-13 
are presented in.T^le 2. Mean pre-opinionnaire item scdres were all 



TABLE 2 ' 

♦ - • i 

MEa?S AND STANDARD DEVIATIO^TS OF gRE AND POST pPINIONNAIfiE ITeMs 1 13 



# 1- There .Should ^be little con tag t .be- 

tteen school, MESC, and other com- 
\ munity agencies. 

2r''*?5^tt!SnIstrative commitin^nt *to us±ng 
ad^sory coirai)ittees-'is a key to 
, their effectiveness. * 
« ^ ' 

# 3. Funding of advisory committee pro- 

jects "^and activities would not 
affect, their sources* 
* « ' < . ^ 

4> Pih^ng the time for advisory com- 
mittee meetings and activities is 
difficult. 
* * * 

# 5. "The infotm^tion which JdESC provides 

is outdated and not really useful, 

# 6. Advisory committees should not "have 

a definite* set 6f responsibilities. 

# 7. Advisory committees tend to be non- 

effective on the whole. 

^ 8. There should be official recogni- . 
tion of advisory committee parti- 
cipation." 



Pre 



,x SD 
5r62 C -59) 



5.19'lCl.OO) 



\ 



4.27".(1.2X 

4.67 i .69) 
5" 49 ( .67) 
4.87 ( .77) 
"5.40 ( .97) 



Post 



SD 



5.54 '{ .65) 



5.18 -{1.29) 



4.83 '( .76) 



-4.41 (1.24), 




N 



1* 



282 



282 



272 



2&1 



252 



284 



275 




# 9. MESG should have very little to 
uo wxun aavisory committees • 


r 4.81 


{ .70) 


**5.01 


( .72) 


266 


10. There should be more contact be- 
tween school, MESC, and other 
community agencies. 


5.26 


(1.00) 


5-. 18 

• 


(1.11) 


277. 


#11. The effectiveness of advisory ^ 
committees down not depend on 
administrative commitment. 


5.26 


( .69)- 


^**5.'40 


( .67) 


285 . 


#12. Advispry committees cannot 

function, effectively in their 
cxirrent role. 


4.71 


( .70)' 


4.75 


( .71) 


266 


13. Advisory committees sho.uld have 
SL definite set of responsibili— 
' ties. 5. 


5.29 


( .92) 


5.38 


(1.02) 


284 


■/ 

Total Score on Items' 1 - 13 


65.84 


(4.51) 


**66.80 


(5.11) 


223 



ir includes only Mrticipants who completed kll items in both pre and post ' 
opinionna'ires. . , * ^ * <> 

#' Negatively-worded items reversed for scoring." Higher score means greater' 
disagreement with negatively-worded item or higher agreement with positiv^iy- 
worded version. • ' * 



Post"pre change is significant (p<.01) 



relatively high, revealing peirhaps more positive attitudes toward the general 
role of advisory committees than were suggested by the Seeds Assessmen^t study.. 
In spite' of these ^high pre-workshop scores, there were four statistically ^ , 
significant (p<.01) positive mean changes. in attitude reflected by dependent- 
samples t-tfests» After the workshoxfe, participants responded more favorably 
to the general effectiveness of advisory committees (it^ 7). Participants ' . 
also responded more positively to formation of working relationships between 
MESC and advisory committees (item 9) , having indicated in- the pre-opinionnaire 
that they supported more. Participants responded more favorable to the idea 
that the effectiveness of advisory committees depends on the Isommitraent made 



by school program administrators (item 11) even though they apparently be- 
lieved before the workshops i^hat a key to the effectiveness of advisory 
committees was an administrative^commitment to using them (item 2) • Overall, 
the mean total score for items 1-13 showed a significant positive change 
in attitude toward the general roles and value of advisory committees after 
the workshops. ' 

Means and standard deviations of the pre and post scores for items 14- 
27 gore presented in Table 3. These questions all relate to specific advisory 



TABLE, 3 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRE AND POST OPINIONNAIRE ITEMS 14 - 27 



14. 



15. 



17. 



18. 



#19. 




21. 



Occupational and community sur- 
veyg should be regularly conr 
, ducted i — . 

Ad^isor^ committees should play 
fa role in conducting educational 
purveys. 

Advising on course -content 
should be an advisory committee 
function/ 

r * • 

Advisory committees should" re*- 
view ^performance objectives 

"student placement" should in- 
clude both placement of gradu- , 
ates and non-graduates. 

The advisory committee function 
, should be solely a community 
'public relations activity. 

Advisory committee members 
should be involved in more than 
just pxiblic relations activi- 
ties. 

Review of school facilities , 
and equipment should bjs an ad- 
visory committee function. ^ 



Pre 


Post 


n1 




X SD 


5.15 C ,90) 


5.24 ( .91) 


263 > 


4.74 (1.09) 


' 4.90 (1-07) 


262. 


4/90 (1.09) 


*■ - * 
**5..11 (l.b2) 


261 


5.24 ( .81) 


5.35 ( .86) 


t ' 


^ 5.20 (1.08) 


5.33- { .98) 


260 


> 

5.25 ( .74) .. 


**5-.41 ( .72) 


262 


5.36 ( .85) 


5.46 ( .84) 


262 


5.29" -( .82) 


5.36 ( -89) 


. 260 
t 



22. Solicitation of equipment and 
- resource materials should be 

an activity of advisory com- 
mittees. 

23. All mattery related to the 
hiring of instructional staff 
should bet administrative 
rather than committee func^ 
tions • 

#24> Advisory committees should 
simply make suggestions for 
program improvement. 

25. Advisory committees should 
systematically evaluate the 
vocational program. 

'26-^ Advisory committees should' 
serve as a clearinghouse for 
''identifying eind accessing 
community resources'". 

27.'ad^fisory committees" shoul^ 
review foll6w-up stupes of 
'j>rogram graduates. 



(1.25) 



4.51 (1.30) 



4.89 ( .74), 



5.10 ( .88) 



~"^85 (1. 



05) 



5.06 ( .91) 



4.61 (1.28) 



4.26 (1.56) 



4.96 ( .72) 

* 

**5.31 ( .87) 
4.88 (1.07) 

6.15 { .93) 



261 



258 



261 



261 



260 



262 



Total Score on Jtems 14 - 27 , ^ 



70.13 (6.08) 



**71.36 (6.79) 



242 



Total Score on Iteps 1-27 



1'36.39 (9-. 38) 



**138.72{10.56) 



202- 



^ N incl&des only peirticipants who complet'ed all items in both ^re and post 

opinionnaires . . , ' 

■. • ' ^ - 

NegatiVely-worded items reversed for scoring. Higher score means greater 
disagreement with negatively-worde'd item o^ higher agreement with positively- 
worded version. ^ ^ . • - . . ' 

**Post-pre change is significant (p<*01) ' * , ' 



committee functions. Although mean -^scores on all items on the pre-Opinionnaire 
again are high, four significant positive mean clianges reflected by /dependent- 



samples t-tests were noted. There was ,a significant increase in support for 



course, content advisement as an advisory committee function (item 16) and 
more positive feeling toward the systematic evaluation of vocational pro- 
grams by advisory cOTmittees (item 25) • In addition, there was increased 
support for the notion that advisory committees do more than serve a pub- 
lie relations fvmction in the community (item 19h* Overall /the mecin total 
scoSre for items 14-27 showed a significant positive .change in attitude 
toward specific advisory committee functions in tlje' eight areas identified 
in the Needs Assessment study • . . 

Two comments are in order to interpret these results properly. First, 
since there Wcts no control grouf) used, one cannot conclude unequivocally 
that the workshop experience per se was responsible for the nore positive 
attitudes measured on the post-opinionnaire. Certainly, the findings re- 
ported of sigivificant changes are not inconsistent with that interp2;^tation 
but J strictly spealfing, do not require li:. Second, no attempt was made to 
assess the practical significance of the positive attitude change 'apart * 

from its statistical signijficance. To do so would seem to require a value 

^ > " " — - — / 

judgment, not relevant to the performance objectiye as stated* Pos^^tive 

change did; occur in a systematic way that was' very unlikely due to^chanqjs 
^ , ' ... ... 

or random responding on the pre and post opinionnaires by the workshop par-* 

ticipants . ^ ^- ^ 

II.- EVALUATION OF STRUCTtJRAL COMMUt^ICATDlN fiXERCISES - 

tfo examine the question of whether or not all Structural ^Commxinications 
exercises were equally effective with respect to the ^criterria ^ecif ied in 
the first workshop objective^ a single-factor analysis of Variance was used 
to compare differences^ among means for the eight exercises on each criterion 



CD developing better understaria^r!^>u/ ' 

. 

- ^ t"-?" -iH-"^ variances^, ,3 • ' 

criterion, the resulting „ , ' ' °" 

«s„ltz„g p values (P-1.846; P=.9o4,- and P- 2,„ 

■ significant at the 05 , , ' ' ' "^"^ """= ' ' 

. at the .05 level, Conseguerftly, there is ■ 
for i-i,. I, - ^' aiere is no support in the data 

for the hypothesis that the .^►i,,^ ■ ' , . 

---ly effecuve i ^^"'^ ^ — ' 

y directive, in other words, the eiohV 

e^ally .effective in att ■ ■ ™ ' 

fective in attaining the first «i4shop objective. 



TABLE 4 




a. 

2 

'3 

5 
6. 
7 
8 



49 
69 
75 
52 
25 
23 
22 
26 



2.57 
2.52 
2.43 
2.54 
2.V40 
2.61 
2.46 
1.96 



^Source of Variation 



' .583 
.577 
.626 
.763 
.333 
.673 
^736 
^598 




Exercises 
Error 

TOTAL 



Variance Estimate 



333 
340 



1-191 
.645 



P-Value 
^.846-n.s.- 
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MB?SNS, VARIANCES, AND MOVh RESULTS FOR. COMPARlgbNS AMONG EXERCISES ON CRITERIOI 
. V . 2--peveloping Posi*tdve Alternative Solutions . ' ^ "* 

r — — ■ — >^ "'■ X 



' Exercise 



N 



Mean' 



Variance 



1 
•2 
3 

.4 , 

5 ? 

7 
8 



•49, 
S9 
75 
^ 5^ 
25 
23 
.22 
'26 



2.14 
2.15 
2.24 

■ 2.29 
1.92 

? 2.48 
••^.•27^ 
2.12 



r 




.648 



Source of Vjiriation " d.f. 

g ' 1-— 



Variance Estimate 



P-Value 



Exerljifees 
Error 
TOTAL* 



7 

333^ 
3'40 



,704 
.77^ 



.904 n.s. 



TABLE 6 



MEmJS, VAMtoCE, AND ANOVA .RESULTS FOR CCMPARISpNS AMONG EXERCISES ON CRITEIUON 
' * » 3 — Generatirig Ue^ Ideas Or Perspectives ^ . < 



Exercise 


N . 


' Mean 


Variance 




.1 


- 49 . . 


2.76 


.439 




•. 3- 


75 * . 


2.75 
2.71 


.453. 
* / • 588 




% 
5 


52" 

" 25', • ■ 


2.65^ 
2.56 


•819^ 
..757.^ 




6- " 


23 


2.70 , , 


.858 






22 • 


2.96 ' , 


.426* 


* 


' > 8 


' 26 ■ , 

: • !- 


,2.54" 

— i — 







■^tttce of Variation 



1^ 



d.f.. 



Variance Estimate ' 



r*-Value 



Exercises" 
Error 
TOTAi;. 



• 7 
333 
340 



, .434 
1^10 



.227 n.s. 

> 



Usefin crxticisnv was offered for all eight Structural Communications ' 
exercises on the £inal section of the 'Ej^ercise Reaction*. Sheet (Part "III) . 
Respondents were asked to identify by. checking a list any problems en- ^ 
'countei;ed in the discussions^ generated by the Structural, Communications 
exercisers* Table 7 lists the problems and frequencies of, times each prob- 
lem wag checked by resj^ndents, for 'all .exer;cises in all w ork§ j^ps. 



f 



. . OaBLE 7 . 

PfeEQUENCY OH- VARIOUS TYPES OF PROBLEMS ENCOUIITERED IN DISCUSSION USING STRUCTURAL* 
, yJ ^ 'COMt!UNICAraONS>.EXEfe:iSES (N = 149) J ' \ - " 





" ' Proble^Ty]^ . ' 


^^^uency ^ ^ 


^ % of All |>r6blems 


Task too difficult 


< 


3 

► • 



JPask-re^lated materials'' confusin^^ 122 * * 64^ 

jGroup dominated by one or two * 13 ' ' 7 

friends' i ^ ' " * • ' 

* Gr(5fep members were cbmpetirig ' . ^^12 v ' _ g 

~Too much jpking and horsing around 6 t ' 3 



Too much ^^iixiety and uptightness 4 ^ * . ^ 2 



Some participants were inatten- * 28 • * 15 

tive and withdrawn* * ' ^ \y ^ ^ 



TOTAL ' . " \ . ) 190 100 



lere ^ere 14& different .participants {35|) who cl\eGked a total of 190 ^ 
problems* As Table 7 indicatei^^ hearli^ two-thirds\of ,the probl^a checked 
occurred in the sii^gle category-rl'Task'-related materials >ere confusing." 
Apparently some printed, materials used in the, §baict;.ural Communication exer- . 



cises were a 'problem for a ^^ bstantialT iluinber o'f participants (29%), perhaps 
dye .to the novel approac>: bseS.in thfe'se 'materials ^ Few other problems were 



.noted, however, i^r those who checked problems encountered. S^ty-£i^ve,^^er--^ ^ 
cent of the, workshop participants did not ciheck any problems* 

Not all exercise materials were considered equally confusing/ however, 
based on the distribution of those wh© indicated thi^^robiera ac;rross exer- 
cises, Ebcercis^s 1, 3, and 4j:eceiv^d this comment more f f ec^ently . than the 
others. For these three exercises, between 40 apd 60 percent of the indivi- 
duals who checked problems reported some contusion in using the printed ma- 
terials. Alth6ugn it is imjpossihlfe to pinpoint the difficulty, "problem 
.statements", "xespons'e matrices-", an^d J^dlxigHos^ie" eeetioH& varied for each ' 
exercise.- Format and procedure wer'e identical for all exfercises* 



The In-Service Workshops appear to have satiSj^ied .their objectives .* . 

- - , * ' \ 

Responses to various evaluation in^tnament^ ^ggest (a) that participants in 
the workshops felt that they developed ^eat^'t levelis of aw^eness^ of advi- 
sory pommittee functions which were supj>orted specific extoples to vali-- 



date their self-report and (b) that participant^ went away fijom the wo'rkshp^s 
with more positive attitudes toward advi£Qi?y committee functions than when 

~' , .■•■■■./*■/■'■'' , . 

liiey .arrxved. * - ^ . /' 

The eight Struct\aral Coinmunip§tions. exerblses were, judged equally ef£ec- 

tive with respect to the major cjriteria of the Evaluation, Some participants 

' , • / \ - * 

- . ' - * \- ' " ' . ' ^ ^ ^ . 

, u^ing some exercises (particularly 1, 3, 4) notied.that "task-related materials 

wer^ confusing." Few other problems were reported in using the Structural 

- ' . • 4. . '^ ^ , : : 

^ ' * Communications exercises ► Sixty-five percent of the participants indicated 

» ' ' * * » ' ' ^ 

• that *no^ problems were encountered in using these exercises. ^ ^ 

I ■ ' ; 
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Dear Colleague: ; , ^ * ' 

I am wrxtxng you this letter to urge your cooperation in helping ' 
Mr. Joseph Skupin, Directo^.,of the Sanilac Skill Center, conduct a 
toUow-up evaluation, study*%n the ef-f ectivenes^j^o'f the in-service 
program qp the use of advisory* committees in;J^^i6nal education. 
Mr. Skupin, was aft integral part of the team fronf^ent^al Michigan' 
University who workad on the original development of the .in-service 
package under a graht from the Vocational-Technical Education Service/ 
-Michigan Department of Education. Because of his involvement in this 
project, Mr. Skupin -has the background and understanding necessary 
to be in a unique position to conduct the kind of follow-up evaluation 
he xs jiow -proposing. - v 

As a member of the Michigan Department 'of -Education, I am most anxipus 
f° see thxs kxnd of a study initiated since it will provide both the' 
Departfi^nt and vocational educators throughout Michigan with vital 
xnformation;,with how we might improve futui^ in-service activities 
o f. t h i s— n»feage-r 



For a, long time, members of the vocational education community have 
,trxed to. heljp vocational educators 'td infprove their use o'f ' citizen 
advisory groups. The -Michigan Department of. Education over the past 
three^years has worked to ijiprove the functioning of these advisory, 
groups by helping those ^yocational educators i^ho work with citizen 
groups to increase their skill and understanding of How to ef.f Actively 
use lay advisory committees. ' ••' ' • i (. . " 

Good intentions and sound professional j-udgment Have beeti the basis for 
thxs st-megy.i ,We ^rfe now anjcious to put out assumptions to the«test 
and gather empirical data in order ;tp determine just how effective our 
past efforts have been. ' ' * ' - 



v.- 



Page Two ' * 

May 5, 1976 ■* ' < • „ " 



• Realizing that your t'ime is , limited and that you probably receive many " 
information Requests from a ivariety of outside agencies, I am somewhat ' 
hesitant to ask you to pause so that you might assist Mr. Skupin in this 

.'effojrt. I am, however, convinced that it is both worthwhile and necessary 
for the Michigan; Department of Education to .learn from experience and 
thereby improve the professional development programs of this State. ' 

therefore, request: ;that you do everything possible 'to help Mr. Skupin 
in conducting this ^valuation »study". . . . • . 



'Witl^ sincere" appreciation. 




Robert *J. Weishan' - ' ■ 0 

Supervisor ' " v . ' 

Personnel Development Unit - ' - 



RJW: skv 
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Appendix C 
Part One of Questionnaire 
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•USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES IN MICHIGAN 

Vocatlbnal Dlrector—Oc^Aup'atlonaL Dean . 

Purpose: . The purpose of this survey is to obtain-adaitioaal input ' 

• r^'^'At'^V^^ functionitig of Occupational (craf£) Advisory ' 
Coinmittetf)3, m secondary and post-secondarV occupationar 
ITirh ^^""S^r' ''^'^ Michigan! M^ret^rns- will 

• cand?d anrdL^J?' "'*"?' appreciate your most 
candid and dlrecft appraisal tft the function of Occipationa-l 
Advisory Committees in your scho,ol. , "ccupacxonai 



Directions 



This questionnaire is divided into twx> parts. Part 1 ±«a<r«f-o= 
your possible involvement with the Iij-ServJc; 'PrSLm 

ytiUzation of Advisory Committees!" ^nd Part IX 
JL^^Sr concerning the .eightxf unction-T^of advi^"y 

committees and is subdivided int«.^pecif ic activities whl^h ^^ 
perform!' AAv.ia^x.y_.CammitplJight be e^plc^ed tf 

/* " ~ . ■ 1. ' • 

Part 1 For each of the Questions A and B. simply' respond 
I -by checking the appropriate reaction. 

Part 11 For- each* of the activities, the study is attempting' ' 
.to determine the level of functions being performed 
■ kJ your Advisory .^ommittees and^ the decree to which 
- you feel they sho;^ld be performing thef e and other 
functions. Your • Responses shbui^ be directed at 
JoliL* ''J? Occupatii>nal (craft) Advisory ^ ' 

programs!' ''"^ associated with your program or. ' 

\ . For ^acb activity check tfi^e form once for "fexisting 

11^''^°^^ "Suggested Degree of Use " 

The code letters •<-T" and a^<. a \ 

^ * ■: ^ ,\ ana £■ are defined -as: 

H » Never 
t * I '» Infrequent ^ ' 

F a Frequent 

In the space 'marked "Other." please feel free" 'to 
. i J ! ^"ly additional activities which you feel " 

should be included. in the f btoctions of Occupational 
Advisory Committees. , Additional space is also provided 
for you to write. in^any specific problems which T 
you feel are associated with the activities of s 
" Occupational Advisory Committees.' / ' ^• 

JUNE\iv\?'76!^'^^^* ^'^^^ FORM-SHOUtD BE RETURN MA:^ED BY 
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, Qluest'iowhaire part 1 



^ you par.ticiixa-te in the In-Service Workshops .contiuct- 
f.o.r -'Bffective Utilization of Advisory Co«n.it?Ls? ' 
. These vrorkshopB were conducted beginning in the fall pf 



Yes 
No' ' 



B. Did 

the 



"Eff2^^^i"TT^^^^-'^\^ instructional p^agram regarding 
Effective Utilization .of Advisoigy Committees?" • 



Yes 
N9_I 



Please turn to; the next page and complete Part iT^ 



\ 



Appendix D 
Part Two of Questionnaire 
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! 

#AJOR COMMITTEE FUNCTIO NS ' Deerero f 

1 .^ ^ ' N ''I F 

1 • Occupational Surveys " , 

A. Uce of Michigan Manpower- . 
•Development Handbook.., ^ » 

B. - Consultation 'With Michigan. ' 

^Employtaent Security Commission.;. 

C. . Use of Occupational OutJ.ook 

^ Handbook^., . ; , . . * 

D. Surveys Communi ty. Ne;eds . . ^ . 

E. Use of Community • Survey Data .... ^ 

F. Other (specify) 

Pro^blems Related to the Above . ""^ 

r^^vi ' " ^ ' 

2. Course Conjbent Advisement 

. A. Id entification of Occupa tionai^ / 
Competencies \ 

• B. Developnent of Program Goal ' 
Statements 

C. Review of Topical Outlines ] 

^D,. Rfeview of Pe^rf orman-^.e Objectives. ' T ^ 

E. Other (specify)^ ~~ " 

F. Problems Related to the Above ^ 7 

' ' r ■ , 
_ ' I 

. ■., ^ 7 7 7 

3 . Student rlr,ceme yi t 

* A» Organisation of Enployer-S tudent 

j Conferences ; • 

B ^ No tif ica tion of Job Openings..... 
C. Writing Reaommendat ion L'etters for^ 

Students \ « 

D Employment jot Graduates...* ^ ^ 

' E. Ileviex7 of Followup Studies... 

F. Lxason with H.E.S..C 

G. Other (specify) 

C !- ^ 

H. Problems Related to the Above - 

% '• ' ^- — ■ ' — 

• , ' i 

♦ ' I , . 
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Suggested 
Degree of Use ^ 



N 



Existing' Suggested 

IJOR COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS . Degree of Use DeerL of Us4 

' ' • ' ' ^ . I ^.F Nil F 

Community PAiblUc Relations r f ^ ; — \ — 

A. Speaking to Civic Groups^. .C . / ' ' f ' 

B. Input at' Program^ Funding ^ - ^ T 

<: Ac*tivi|:ies . . • . . . ' ' \ ' r' * 

C. Inpiit at Public Hearings .^^ ... T. . . • 

D. Promoting the Program V±i the . ^ ' 
Media.* .... ^ .... / .f. . ^. ^. V ^ 

E. Development of Promotional . ' 7 ' 



7 — 



, Materials . • . ' 

F. \other (specify) ) ' 



G* Problems' Related to the AbQve / ' 



5* Equipment and Facilities 

A. ^ Review o'f Equipment and , 

Facilities.^ ; 

B. Survey of Equipment in Industry., 

C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement. 

D. Calccniation pf Depreciation 
AlloVa^nces . . . . . i , 

E- Sugges\4.ng Bid Solicitation 

Procedures .* • ♦ . . • 

F. Soliciting Equipment Donations... 

G. Other (specify) 



H. Problems Related to the Above 



-6.: Program^ Staffing 

^ A. Review- of Teacher Selection C 

' Criteria //. , . . 

B. ' Suggesting Recruitment Policities. 

C. Recommending Potent ial Candida tes , 

D. Review of Teaching Applicants...,. 

E. Other (specify)^ 



Problems Related to the Above 
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MAJOR* COMMITTEE ^UNCTIONS 



Existing 
Degree of Use 



N 



Suggested 
Degree of Use 



N 



Program Reviev 

A. ^Evaluation of Studant 

^ PerSt>rmance ^ 

B. Evaluation of Teacher 

P^erf ormance 

C* Use of Annual' State ' Department 
Review Qu6s ti'onaire 

D. Suggestions fo'r Program 
Improvement ^ . • . . 

E. Comparing Ac'complishm^ts with 

Stated Objectives 

Making Periodic Reports to ' 

^•Administration . . . . . |- . 

G. Other (specify) 



H. Problems Related to the Above 



Obtaining Community Resources 

A. Arranging' Field Trips 

B, * Recommending Potential Co^op 1 

Work Stations 

Identifying Community Resources. 

D. Obtaining Personnel* for Classroom 
Presentations ; 

E. 'Obtaining Consultants for 
TTeac'Ker8 7 , ^ . 

F. Other (specify) 



G. Problems ^Related to the Above 



NOTE: Please return the completed que^tipnaire in the self-addf^ssed ; 
stamped Envelope by June 11, 1976. A 

Vocational Education Advisory Committee Project. ' * 
^ . 27752. Haverhill 
■ Warren, Michigan 48092 
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^ Appendix E ' * * * ^ 

Local Action Plan - Part II Assessment and Goal Setting 



V 



ERIC 



82 



^ . • USE pF ADVISORY COMMITTEES IN MICHIGM - • 

s - ' " • . ' ' 

' ■ . . '1 ■ . . >• * 

Dfear Workshop participant: » " • . > ' ' ' 

• »- 

; As you liay recall, iii the Fall of 1974#Sliafitral Michigan University and th^ 
Vocational-Technical Edupation Servide conducted a series of In-Service Work- 
shops re^ardiiig the Effective -Utilization 'of .Advisory Committees . We' Ere asking 
you to^ complete the attached evaluation forms,. whicK arfe: (1) #orm- A! - 
Assesstnent and Goal Setting, >and (2) Form B - Evaluation of Advisory Committee 
Workshop. c ' 

■ FORM A ASSESSMENT AND GOAL SETTIl^G ' ' ' - , 

A portion of the above mentioned workshops was dedicated" to libcal Action 
Pl&nning--Assessment and Goal Setting. In an, effort to complete a comparative"' 
analysis of your assessment of advisory committees' that you completed during'-^ ; 

• the initial workshops", we are asking that you again fill out the Assessm ent ■ ' 
and-Goal Setting' section, of^thfe Local Action "I'laA: ■ 

» " " ' ' I. ^ ■ -* * » 

Assessment .and goal setting are essential components of a process tai^b.ring 
about' meaningful changfe. ,It is not a competitive task..'' Rather, it is de- - 
signed as an individualized process through, wh^ch" a specific, school, Institu- 
tion, program, or .district can assess their current level of a:ctivity dM 
estabaisTi'^short term or long-range goals The. -following steps will develop 
these- componrenfs. ^ . 

' - AssessTO^b arid Go^^^^S^ttlnR • - T^t . , . 

e Fill-Sf ybur social seouirlty numbfer (last four ^digits' only) ^ • . 

^ ' § Indicate |he date ydu 4iaVB filled out t]^j5 fomr, ' / ' . . 

* Estimate. )the present level of advisory commrft^e activity, anrf 
t?' pla$e a 'small dot on* the ^approE^riate intersection of ~the 

• .Syid.* This need not be ^ a 'precise j^idgment,^ but ^ subjective 

m^sute'pf advisory committee activity as *'^^ed by , you. ^ 
• Dcr 9581^ assess 'aay functions or Sctiyities that, are not =used ^ 
' by^^bur committeeCs) « ^ . , , " 

^I'Gorfhect the,' assessment d6ts by -means of a', solid straight line. 

Now you We what is calfed your pres^At assessment 'of advisory • « 
•comiuittee^utilization. ' - * , * ' ' / * • * 

FORM B - EVALUATION OT'-'THE' ADVISORY C0MI4ITTEE WOmHO? . ■ ' ■ ^ 

shoo In'^iTf ^^^'^ °f eva%tion Wives. your' perceptions of the. wbrk- 

SZ<JL5 TIV^T^""^^- '^^Sarding the "Effective Utilization pf Advisory 

yo^ pelc^tioS^ compl&t^g ?ornt B .will hel^ us to analyze' 



Evaluati on of tfliei Adviisbry Committee iJbrkshop . 

d^|or Qu^srt5rig 1-18, simpfy respond by ^checking ye^ or no to Ithe V - ' 
question regarding, some .aspect .of the workshop. — i . 



i Please^ indicate (it ^ou can recall) the name of' your'-workshot> 
leader (s) - Q\ie&^ton .19;, / . * . ' . ' 

• Also,. 'if you cah recall 'the date and location of the Workshop 
, you particigated in, please r^poftdvtcS Questions 20 "an^ 21, 

' 4 Finally, please respond .to iQuestida. 22* by indicating' your feeling' 
toward the (Overall itapression'xlVfJb by the- workshop. ' • 

7 • ' . \ . <f, . 

If you. could return the completed*. iornrs iti th^/self akdreWed 
stamped %:et urn envelope' by Friday,^ June 11, 1976^ it would be greatly' 
appreciated. • * ^ • ' ' 



Vocational Education Advf^oiry^ 

Committee ProjecC 
2^752 Haverhill - 7 
^ Warrep/lfichigan 46092 ^ 
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LOCM. ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACTION PLAN 
■ I . . A^IeSSIIENT AHD goal S^TT-ING DEVELOPMENT 



Social Security 4Jo. 
Date 



'PURPOSE: ' 

THIS INSTRUMENT IS INTE^TOEa TO 
..PROVIDE AN AVENUE FOll SEO*- ■ ■ 
ASSESSMENT REGARDKIG THE UTILIZAr- 
TION COMJiONLY PERFORMED BY ADVISORY 
COMMITTEES. IN ADDITION IT inii ' 
ASSIST IN PROCESS OF ESTABLlSHIfJG- 
GOALS FOR ,THE' EFFECTIVE UTILIZATION 
OF ADVISORY COMt^TTEES; 

» ' ' • ' : ' 

FUNCTION • - . ' '• . . - ■ 

_ -ir ^ Occupational Sut=veve - . - 

' . A' . Use of thejiocal Manpower Planning" 
Handbook 

Bj Consultation with Michigan Employ- 
• ment Secur:^ty Commission ..... 
Ji:'. C. Use of Occupational Handbook- 

^> D. Surve^ys Community Needs 

E. .Use of Community Survey Data . 
' \ ' , ' ■ ^ 

Gqurse Content Advisement' ' 
A. Identification of Occupational 

Comp^encies^.. . % . . , 

.Br Development of Pfogram Goal'jState- 

'S^f^^^^"^ °^ Topic^ Outlines • . ' ' 

of. 'Performance' Objectives . . - 
= "* . . * 

l^t Placement * - • t^- 



Local Action Plan Assessment for: 
. - (Type of 'Program) . > ■ 



(A) - Occupational Committee_ 

(B) - Genera l ' ' 

(Check One) T ~ / 



•PERCEl^ OF UTILIZATlOlij 



2. 



3. '^feHdi 



Organization of Employer-Student 
Conferences.^ . . . . . . . ^ . ^ 

. B. Notification of Jpb Openjj|pgs . , \ 

C. Writing. Recommendation Letters for 
' .Students . , . ,\ .'\ . , 

D. ^ Employment of Graduates,... . ! . 
^ Review of FollowT-up* Studies . . . 

Liaisffii with tmSC . i.'.^, . . . * 



E. 
F. 
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, .-, . . . ' ' y . 

• ■ Cogmunitv i?ubllc Relation's ' ~ ' ' " ' 

A,' Speaking to Olvic Oroups .... 
. B. ' Input at Pf'ogram fundins Activities 
. C, Input at .Public Hearings . . . . ' * 
J). Promoting^the Program Via the Media 
• > E. Development of Proiw5tional Materials 

• 5.. Equipment and')fFac'il:^tie3 ' . ■ 

, A. Rmipv or Equipment andf Facilities "I," 
' B.. Survey of Equipment and Industry .v.' 
. C. Suggesting Equipment Replacement . . • 
D. Calculation of Depreciation Allowances 
^ E.. Soliciting' Equipment Donations . . . 

6* .Prograp .Staff W " . 

• A. Rev^.ew of Teacher Selection' Criteria 

Suggesting^^ecruitment Policies . . 
?♦ Recommending 'Potential CaniLdates ."■ 
. D.. Review of Teaching Applicants . .. . . 

' 7.« Program Review' ^ ' - '* ' * 

- . • A. Evaluation of Studeht Performance . . 
) ..-^ ». "Evaluation of Teacher Performance 
L . G;> tfie of* Annual State Department Review 
■ Questionnaire 

D. Suggestions fcir Program Improvement .* 

E. Comparipg Accomplishments with St&ted v 
^Jbjectlv^s *.»....'. ✓ 1 ^ 

■ F. Maftin^er iodic Reports to \dmlnistra- ^ 
' . . . • ,* • • • -■• .. ♦ 

*J5» ■ Community Rei^ources 

' . A. pranging- Field Trips' . ^ ..... ^ . 
-B. Recontaending Potential 6o-op Work ^ 
' ' -Statlons v. ^ ...,;...'..;..*, ^ 
. . ■> Jdentif ying Community .Resources -.*.*. . 
, D» Obtaining Personnel for Clgssroem 
V Presentations . . *. . ' . i . 
E. Obtaining Consultants for Teacheifs . . 

' : ■ ■ 
ERIC ' , ^.^ 



PERCENT . OF > UTILIZATION* 
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FORK ]B 



> . 



EVAttATIOS OF THE 'ADVISORY COMMITTEE "WORKSHOP 



Yes No 



1. Did the wbrkshop meet your ' expectations? 

2. Dta the workshop provide you- with new useful^ inJormatl 



'^^^^ learn* new skiljCs which 'you 96n^4ise in you^t work?' 

' T ' ' ' *^ <o * 

.4* , Will you be better able to work with advisory grodps?^ 

5. Will -you use your new advis^Dry group skills? 

6. Did the workshop facilities ' contribute to effective 
learning? ^ 

' * ^' ' » 

7. Vla^' the workshop well organized-? - . 

8;, pii'you have suf f icienf oppprtun^ity to participate? , - 

9. Did the* workshop ^leader (§0 provide good leadership? 

10» Was tiie slide/tepe or filmstrip effective and useful? 

>11. \ Was'^the time allotted !sufficient? 

• - • ♦ 

12; Were the communicatlion exercises useful? 

13. Was the resource section -useful? ^ . *l 

14. • Will ^ou use th^teorkshop materials -on tfce job? 

15. - Do you think %h^. workshop ^s "worth your time? 

16. -' Have you "mar^e ti'p an action plali for^ur advisory group? 

17. Would y<^ complete the rest of ' the exerc^l&es? 

18. Were y6u gi'jf^n' the Advigory Committee Randbook~^'A Guide 
for the Effective Utilization of Advisory Committees"? 



19. Name of the workshop leadeii'Cs) 



Name ^ 
Name 



^^2Q. Date of^ Workshop^ 



21/ Location of^Wojks^bp 



\ThXs warKshop wasj excellent gooQ^ - l^o-so 

no good. (Check one) • # ' 

* • , * ' ^ 



ERIC 



_qulte poor 



1- 



. USB OF ADVISORY CC»iMITTEES IH raCHIGAH 

Dear- Workshop Partlcipa^ : • , _ C 

As you my recall,' you were a participant in an In-service Workshop 
regarding the Effective" Ut ilization of Advisory Committee s wKich was co- 
sponsored by the Vocitional-Technidal Education Service/ In an effort 'to 
assess your perceptions tjf the workshop, you Vere- involved in, we are-^^ 
questing tha^'you react to the attached form,- Evaluation of -the Advisory 
Committee - Wor^kshop . * • . ' •' T~r, ~ ^ - 

■ The following steps for completing the attached form wiU help us to 
analyze your p6rceptioiis'. k ^» w 



Evaluatio n of the Advisory Committee Workshop 

« for Questions ;.-18, simply respond by checking ^es or no 
, to the question 'regarding some aspect of the workshop. 

f Please indicate (if you can recall) the name pf ypur work- 
shop leader (s-)./- Question I,?. 



• 



© Also, if you can recall the date and location of the wot« 
shop you participated in^ please respond to Questions 20 
■and 21.. . . • • 




• Finally ,Vpiea-se respond to Ques'tlpn 22' by indicatin/your \ 
feeling toward the overall impression lefT?4jy the workshop. . 



If ycfii could return the completed forms in the self addressed * 
ap^cia^ed"'^' ^^''^^^^^ by Friday, June 11. iay6: it would be greatly 

Thank you for your, help, / 

\ ' Jcfseph Skupin, Project director . 

V ' . ' ^ Vocational Education Advisory *- . - 

' ^ ^ XtoiftdLttee Project ' ^ - , . ^ 

* ^ 27752 4vk^hill • * . , . 

' i ; Warren ,MtLch±gan ^48092 -/'^^ . • ' , 

- ' • " ' V I ' ' ' ' - 



FORM B , 

EVALUATION OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE WORKSHOP 
Yes Wo /■ ' • ' 



^1* Did thes workshop meet your expectations? " • . 
2.. Did the workshop provide you with, giew usefHfl information? 

3. Di4 you learn , new skills which you can use in your Sorkt^' * 

4. WilX you be better able tc work with adyisory groups? 
5*'^ WillYou use. your, new adviso^ry , group skills?-, 

^6^.. Did the 'workshop facilities contribute t^b ef fective 
^earning? : 

- > * , " ^ ' % 

/• Was the workshop well organized? / . • * 

8 . , .Dit^ybV- Tiavi" s^^f icient opportunity" to la7ti^ate? 

9. Did the^ worksho-p leader (s> prbvid^ g-ood leadership? • " 

10. Was the.sii4e/tape or fllmstrip ^effective aad useful? 

11. Was the^time allotted sufficient? \ 
x2. We*r6 the commumicatfon exercises useful*? ' * ' *•• 
Was the resource *«ection useful? ' ^ 

,14. M^ill you use the workshop materia'ls^'oh^ tlve'job? 
15. no Jrou think the workshop was worjtil yolit^ time? 



16* Have you made up an 



action plan far your advisory group? 



17. Would you rtomplete the rest of the ^xerci^ek.? ' " 

d - ' " V " " - ' * ' 

18. Wdre you given .the Adyisory Comiiiit-tee Handbook--"A: Guide 
'fcpr -the Effective Utilization* of Advisoi;y CominiHees"? - 



t 



X»9» Name^oi^ the worksjyop] leader (s> 



Name 
Nai^^e 

•Name 



2Cf. Date' of , .Workshop^ 



^21.^ Locanioti^ of Workshop 



22 J 1 This workshop was 



excellent 



t^good 



so-so 
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jjLO good. (Cheiik' one) . . 



' *|^t'e poor ' 



TEAOiER EDUGAJORS TRAIO AS VIORKSHOP IfADERS • 



Central Michigan University ^ 

Jackson' Anderson 

Wells "Copk \ . ' 

Franklyn Tngram ' ' * 

Jerald Xounsbury 

Robert Miller , '* 

Alan Rabe * 

RPeddie^ Sii:ion<|s - 

Eastern. Michigan Univei?sity 

Paul iCvijWik , ^ * 

Robert feistau ^ , ' 
1 H. James Rokusek 
Billie Xou' Sands 
John Waidley * 
Dr. Rosemary DeLoach, 

Ferris State College ^ ^ 

Paul Hoeks^ma ' ^ 

George Storm 

* * - » 

Madonna College * s ' 

'J 

D. SlobCdian " . 
Chris Ziegler 

* / • 

M^chiq^ state University 

Lawrence Borc^age 
* George Ferns ' - \ \' 
6. Donald Meaders t' / ^ ' 
Arnold Mokma 



^ ^Northem Michigan University 

• Jane Bemis ^ ^* *' 
Edward Coiry • ^ . ^ ^ 
Thomas Meravi 

Chris jOlson 
. gaul Ren^haw 
George Baker' " s ^ 

Siena Heights College 

^ Richard Ktury ' 

University of Michigan 

John Odbert * ^ , 

r 

' ' Wayne Staj^e University 'l- 

Willard Bateson , 

* John Bies . ; \ 

. s , ^ 

• Western t^ichi^an' University 

Margaret Bremian , . 
Raymond Dannenberg 
Earl H^lvas • ' 

Charles Risher "7 ^ 

^ Central Michigan University 
Project Staff 

r 

Leslie K* Cochran 
L. Alleh P^lps 
. . Joseph E.. Skupin 



* A 



Apperidix H ' 
Cover Letter ta Second Party Trainers 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN . , ' 

DEPARTMENT dP EDUCATION 



^ ^ Vo«ti'o^al-Tech«ical Eckicaition Sem^ > .STATe' BOARD OF EDUCATION 

JOHN W.PORTER " *. ' ' ' MARILYN JEAN KF^LLY 

/Superintendent of * Box 928, tanfinfl, MichiQan , ' President 

PubUc Instniction ' ^ " . * * , DR. GORTON RIETHMILLI-R 

^ ' * * , Vicv President 

• ^ • , . EDMUND R VANDETTE 

^ ' ^ » * * Sevretarv 

Annetpa miller 

- - • Treasurer 

- * ^ ' ' BARBARA A.,DUM6UCHRLLE 

' w c • BARgAfiA J, ROBERTS 

May 5, 1976 , ^ NORMAN OTTO STOCKMHYER. SR. 

ROGER TILLES 

* ' * ' GOV. WILLIAM G/ M-ILtlKEN 

ExOfficio 

Dear -Colleague: \' - 

I am writing yoa this lett^ to urge your coopei;ation in helping 
Mr. Joseph Skupin, Director of the Sanilac Skill Center, conduct a * , 
follow-up evaluation' study on the effectiveness bf, the in-service 
^program on the use of advisory committees in vocational education/* 
"Mr. Skupin was ah integral part 4>f the t^eam from Central Michigan 
'Ihiiversity vho worked on Che original development of. the^in-service/ 
pre-service package under a grant from the Vocational-Technical Educa- 
tion Service/ JJlichigan Department of Education, Because 'of hife 
involvement in this project, *Mrl ^Skupin has t:he bapkground and under- 
standing nrecessary to be. irt a ynique position to conduct the kind of \ - 
-follow-up eval*'afJon be.JLs now proposing. , * . ' 

■** 

As a member of \he Michigan Departmenft ^of Education, I -am most anxious 
to see this kind of a study initiated since it will .provide both thfe ' 
Department and vocational educators throughout Michigan w:^K vital 
informatfon with how we might improve future in-service/pre-service 
^activities of this nature? 

^ • • ' . 

For a longtime, members of the vocational education community have - 
tried to help vocational educators to improve their use of citizen 
advisory groups. The MicKigaji Department of Education over the past 
three years has worked to itnprove the functioning, of tfiese advisor}^- 
groups by hel-ping those vocational educators who work with citizea"^ 
t groups to increase th§ir' skill and understanding of how to effectively 

use lay advisory committees. * , r ' 

Good intentions and sound professional judgment have been the,^ basis^.for - 

this strategy. Wriare now anxious to put bur assumptions to the test / / 

and' gAher empirical data in order to determine just how effective our c. 

past efforts have been. • >' " 



Page Two 
May 5, 1976 



Realizing that your time is limifec^ "^r^d tha^ you probably ^receive rnany 
information requests 'from, a variety of outside agencie,s,, I am somewhat 
hesitant to ask you to pause so that you might assist • Skupin in this * 
effort. I am, however, convinced' that it is both worthwhile 'and necessary 
for the Michigan Department o^F Education to learn from experience and 
thereby improve the professional development programs of this-^tate. 
I, therefor^, reqyest 'that you do everything possible jto help Mr. Skupin 
in"conduct%g this evaluation study* • ' ' ' ? 

With sincere appreciation, \ ^ • 



Robert J. yWieishah 
Supervisor 
Personnel' Development* Unit 
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• USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES IN MICHIGAN - 

'" J ' ' "• ^ . ^ 

ft Workshop Leader Questionnaire 

i * > 

Purpdpe; ^^Bie purpose of this questionnaire Is to obtain Information regarding the 
. ^implementation of the materials developed by means of the Vocational 
Education Advi8t>ry Committee Project Within the pre-service programming 
, * at.ybur institution. 

Directions; Please respond to the following .questions by .using check-offs or- 

supplying statemehtSwaa requested. If at all possible, the con5)leted 
form should be^reftum^d by mail by June 10,1976, in the enclosed 
self addressed, stampe<f envelope. 

1. Name cff Institution - " . 

*^ V 

^ * ' I » » 

2. Are you aware o'f the utilization of any of the mateflals developed, by means of 
the Vocational Education Advisory Comndttee'Prolect In any existing vocational 

, education courses at your institution?, " ' ' / 

* ' * * I 

Yes^ \* ' • 

* * No ' ' ' 



If you answered "yes,*' pleas^ list course names and numbers. 



3. Are you aware of the development of any new courses regarding the advisory 
committee concept'^at your institution? 



Yes 
No ' 



If you answered "yes," please list course names and numbers. 



Are you anticipating the use of. any of fhe materials developed by the Vocational 
EducatloBf Advisory Committee Project for this course(s)? 



Yes 
No ~ 



Please list the materials you 'are utilizing or may .utilize'. 



4. If the answers to questions 2, 3 and 4 were "no?' do you plan. on using 'the • 
advisory committee materials in any future course revisions or course additions? 



No , 



• USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEES IN MICHIGAN 

ft Workshop Leader Questiotmaire 

■♦ * . * 

Purpdpei ^!Bie purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information regarding the 
. /Ijuplementation of the materials developed by means of the Vocational 
Education Advisory Committee Project Within the pre-servlce programming 
. i * at.ybur institution. 

Directions ; Please respond to the following .questions by , using check-offs or- 

supplying stat^^ts.as requested. If at all possible, the completed 
form should be^rVtum^d by mail by June 10,1976, in the enclosed 
self addressed, stampeif envelope. 



1* Name df Ihstitution 



2. Are you aware of the utilization of any of the materials developed, by means of 
the Vocational Education Advisory Committee'Prolect in any existing vocational 
, education courses at your institution?. ' \ ' 

Yes* ! ' 

No 



If you answered "yes," please list course names and numbers. 



Are you aware of the development of any new courses regarding the advisory 
committee concept'^at your institution? . - ' 

Yes^ 

■ N o . 

If you answered "yes,'' please list course names and numbers. 



Are you anticipating the use of. any of t:he materials developed by the Vocational 
Education Advisory Committee Project for this course(s)? 



• Yes 



No 



Please list the ni£|terials you are utilizing or may .utilize; 



4. If the answers to questions 2, 3 and 4 were "noP' do you plan, on using 'the • 
advisory committee materials in any future course revisions or course additions? 



• Yes_ 
No. 



If so, pleas^e list the %aj(:eri^W you ma^tiliste. 



PLEASE RETURN NO LATER ^fHAN JUNE 10, 1976. YOUR COOPERATION WILL BE APPRECIATED. 
' ' ' VOCATIONAL/EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE PROJECT 
2775a/flav^hill 
Warren, l^chigan 48092 
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^ Appendix K 
Follow-Up Letter 



/ / 
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June lit, 1976 



Dear Colleague: ^ - ' ' / 

Recently you received a questionnaire relating to the uVe-%of 
advisory, committees in vocational education. As was i^icated 
in the accompanying cover letter," the study is 'an attefe to 
determine the effectiveness of the Vocational Educatiof 
Advisory Committee Project • co-sponso'red by Central Mi^lgan 
University and the- Vocational-Technical Education Se^ice. * 



If you have responded to. our -quesjtionnaire, we deepli- 
appreciate youi- cooperation. -However, if you have S»t had " 
the oj)p9rtunity to reapond, I vo^ild like to reques/ that you 
do so by June 28, 1976, if possible. Thank you fo# your 
cocJperation in this matter. " 



Sincerely, 




Joseph F. Skupin 
Project Director 
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Appendix L 

Summary of Comments from Wa^shop Leaders Concerning Course Name ^nd Numbers 
Utilizing Materials Developed By Means of the Advispry Committee Project 
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APPENDIX L 



SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM WORKSHOP LEADERS Col^SERNING COURSE* NAME AND NUMBERS 
UTILIZING MATERIALS pEVHLOPED BY MEANS OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE PRQJECT. 



' ^NAME OF INSTITUTION 




RSE NUMBER AND NAME 



Central Michigan University 



Eastern Michigan .University 



Ferrisi State College 



Northern Michigan University 



Madonna 



University of Michigan . 
Michigan State University 



Sien^ Heights Coll^egeJ 



Methods of Distribution 
Education^ 
BEDS 51 - Coordination Techniques 
BED552, IET552,. § HEC552 - Problems 

in Vocational Education 
HEC480, HEC78Q - Career Education . 

Workshops, ' • 

iIED552- Principles of Vocational/ 
^ Technical Education 

' IEb661 "Evaluation of Industrial 
Education 



BED222- Office ^Simulation 

BED468- coordination of Cooperation 1 

" Programs 
ED425 - Methods of "Teaching Occupational 
Sub j ects 

IE48Q Basic: Concepts of Vocational 
Education 

IE482 - Methods of Vocational Education 
HE550 - Materials and Methods of Hom^ 

' Economics * ' 

HE450 - Vocational Home Economics 

« 

EDU442 ^ - Principles of Vocational 

EduCtLtion - 
EDU468 - Methods ^d Media Vocational 

Education 



Occupational Analysis and Course 

Construction in Agriculture 

Programs in Qccupktional and 

Arts Education 

Coordination in Occupational 

Education 

Administration ,of Vocational > ^ 
Education Programs. \ 

V 

Occupational Analysis , 
Curriculum Development and 
Methods of Voca^onil Education 




ED822tj . 
ED822P ■ 
ED853 - 

ED301 - 



ED344 - 
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• • • , • 

• 

NAME OF INSTITUTION 






P * 

^ * r Wayne State University 


TED6199 - Coordination of Co-op PrngT*j»mQ 
TED7195 - Administration and Supervj<;nry 
' - Functions in 'Vocational 
Education 




Western ^chigan University 


512 - Principles "of Vocational Education'' 
' ' - -573 - Coordination Techniques in • 
Cooperative Education 
680 - Principles of Business Education 


« 

t 

J 


• 

» - • 


* 

m * 


4 


* • o 
^» 


• - • 




i 

* 

1 


- I 

• • • 

* 


t 




• < • 
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Appendix. M 

Sunmiary of Comments from Workshop' Leaders Regarding Material 
Utilization in On-Going or new Programs 
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APPENDIX M ' ■ ' 

G^NrOR^Lw^SJ^B^^'^ "'^'"^ "^^^^'^^ UTILIZATION IN ON- 



NAME OF INSTITUTION 



COMNENTS 



Central Michigan University * 



Eastern Michigan University. 
>Iorthem ^Michigan University 



University of Michigan 
Michigan State University 

Siena Heights College 



3. 
4. 



1. 

2. 



1. 
2. 



I have used the materials in several o£f-campt 
classes,and workshops. 

of the material developed* under the grant 
wa^ difficult for Consumer Home Economics 
teachers TO apply. 

It was 'difficult to use without instruction. 
Many of the Vocational Education Administrator 
who were involved in 'the workshops are not 
helping teachers to use the material.' 

Handbook - . - 

All structual communications exercises.. 

Usd all as reference material in both graduate 

and undergraduate Qourses for teachers. 

Bits and pieces of the bookl'et are integrated' 

into .the course. It is difficult to integrate 

as is. 

■ f ■ ■ 

Sam Burt letter 

Slide/.tape and portions of notebook. 

Film and handbook, film used for introduction 

and handbook as part of reference- 



1. ^ Guide for Effective Utilization of Advisory 

Committees, 

2. Slide/tape ^ 
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